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CURRENT TOPICS. 


' The Lorn Cuancerzor has appointed Mr. B. T. Wi111AMs, 
| Q.C., of the South Wales Circuit, to be the Judge of the 

Glamorganshire County Court (Circuit No. 30), in the place of 
| Mr. Fatcongn, resigned. 





Ir 1s staTED that one of the matters to be submitted for the 
' consideration of the Council of Judges held on Thursday last 
' was the question whether the Long Vacation should be shortened 
' to any and what extent. 





_ NoTHING HAS YET BEEN HEARD of the missing cause-book of 
_ the Chancery Division, and it is to be feared that it has followed 
_ the fate of certain papers which were surreptitiously removed 
' from the Chancery Registrar’s office about twenty years ago 
| and were snbsequently found in the New River. 





A SMALL MATTER in which some reform is needed is the amend- 

' ment of writs. .At present an order is required to be drawn up, 

' and the drawing up of the order takes a period varying in the 

_ Chancery Division from two days to a week. _ In all simple cases 

| this delay might be obviated by substituting for the order the 

| written fiat of the judge or of the registrar. One of the principal 

| objects of drawing up the order seems to be to collect the stamp, 

and this might as easily be done by affixing it to the form of fiat, 

| which might be filed by the masters at the Central Office as their 
authority for the amendment. 





Ir appears that we are threatened with a renewal of the 
excitement which arose across the border after the coming into 
operation of the Judicature Acts with reference to the citing of 
Scotchmen to appear before the English courts. It is stated that 
at a meeting of the Committee of the Convention of Royal 
and Parliamentary Burghs, held on Monday, a deputation was 
appointed to wait upon the representatives of the Government in 
Scotland “ with a view to a stop being put to the alleged usurpa- 
tion of power by the English courts, which, it was maintained, 

' was contrary to the Treaty of Union, and entailed unnecessary ex- 
upon Scotchmen in defending themselves in England.’ 
q ere have already been several deputations on this subject ; and 
it was in consequence of the representations made by these deputa- 
tions that rule 5 of the Rules of Court of June, 1876 (now rule 
la of order 11) was framed by the Committee of Judges. That 
rule provides that the judge, in exercising his discretion as to 
granting leave to serve a writ or notice on a defendant out of the 
jurisdiction, shall have regard to the amount or value of the 
property in dispute or sought to be recovered, and to the exist~ 
ence in the place of residence of the defendant, if resident in 
Scotland or Ireland, of a local court of limited jurisdiction, 
having jurisdiction in the matter in question, and to the compara- 

§ tive cost and convenience of proceeding in England or in the 
_ place of such defendant’s residence. We believe that this was 
- accepted at the time as a sufficient remedy for the grievance com- 
plained of; and in pursuance of this rule the courts have made 


'-many orders refusing leave to serve writs in Scotland | 
cases on the subject: Ex parte McPhail, 27 


(see, as reported 
_ W. R. 525, and Creswell vy. Parker, Ib., 897). We think it may 


_ fairly be asked what more can be done without inflicting great 
_ hardship on the English plointiff ? 


In THE couRsE of the lively discussion aroused 
Investment Company’s prospectus, the point 
whether, on a winding up of the company, the preference - 
deferred shareholders would not be entitled to share yap Aew. 
surplus assets of the company. The answer to sti 
depends on the provisions of the articles of association 
pany, or, possibly, of the “‘ deed of trust and 
by the company. Unless express provision is made for the 
of preference shares having a preference in the distribution- of 
assets, in case of a winding up the surplus assets be divi 
between both classes of shareholders pro ratd, without reference 
to their rights in respect of dividend. This was laid down by Jn 
re London Rubber Company (L. R. 5 Eq. 519), in which Vice- 
Chancellor Matrns said, “I wish it to be consi that I decide 
the case upon this principle: that where there is a provision 
for preferential dividend, but no provision for the. division 
of capital, upon the breaking up of the concern, any surplus 
must be distributed among the shareholders i to 
their capital, without reference to their rights in 
of dividend.” And in Griffith v. Paget (L. R. 6 Ch. D, 
511) the present Master of the Rolls said that “if there 
were no provision to be found anywhere, would distribute the 
assets [of a company being wound up] in proportion to the 
capital, and the mere arrangement for the division of the profits 
inter se during the continuance of the partnership would have no 
direct bearing on the division of the capital . . . after the 
dissolution of the company.” Provisions giving a preference in 
the distribution of the surplus assets of a company in case of 
winding up are not very usual in articles of association, and in- 
tending shareholders in the Railway Investment Company will do 
well to look at the articles and the deed in order to ascertain 
whether any such provision is made. 


” 





In THE CURRENT NUMBER of the Law Reports there will be found 
a full report of an important case (In re Barber's Settled Estates), 
before Fry, J., turning upon the law applicable to estates pur 
autre vie. Some words which fell from the learned judge in the 
prefatory part of his judgment might, in the absence of 
tion, be liable to misapprehension. He said: “ When an estate 
pur autre vie is given to a man, or to him and his heirs, the most 
he can take is an estate for his own life, and an who comes 
in after him takes, not through him, but as occupant of the 
estate. Originally anyone who pleased was allowed to scramble 
for the occupancy efter the death of the first taker ; but this was 
found to be so inconvenient, that he was allowed to appoint by 
will a special occupant.” In these remarks there is perhaps some 
defect of clear distinction between the cases of an estate pur autre 
vie (1) limited to a man simply, and (2) limited to him and 
heirs. In the latter case, the heir was special occupant, and 
law allowed no possibility, even in theory, of “ ing.” 
an article upon this subject (vol. 25, p. 872) we 
the opinion that the belief in “scrambling” for the 
oveupancy of the lands, even when there was no special occu 
and the law permitted general occupancy, is a fond invention 
the ancient writers of text-books. Lands do not, by 
pur autre vie, acquire any peculiar ph a 
it easier by scrambling to get peaceable possession 
of lands held in fee simple, or for any other: 3 
sense seems to teach that title by general 





fore, take effect only in cases where 
peaceable possession of somebody at 
of the tenant pur autre vie; ¢g.: h 
| We certainly think ‘that the historical origi 

‘which first made estates pur autre vie devisable, 
found in the imaginary inconyenience of @ scrambling ¥ 
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no existence in practice, but simply in the anomaly of their not 
being devisable. And we think it probable that much more im- 
portance was justly attached to the of the game enactment 
which made such estates assets for the payment of the debts of 
the deceased tenant. 





THE PUBLIC WILL OBSERVE with satisfaction that the Lord 
Chamberlain has issued a ciroular to the managers of the various 
metropolitan theatres, calling attention to the recent catastrophe 
at Vienna, and inquiring what precautions each manager has 
taken against fire in his own theatre. But it is well to point out 
that the authority of the Lord Chamberlain, acting solely, to 
enforee any particular precaution is by no means clear. The 
Theatres Act (6 & 7 Vict, c. 38) gives this high official power (sec- 
tion 8) to suspend a licence in case of riot, or to close the theatre 
on such public oecasion as to him shall seem fit, but the Act is 
silent as to the important point of structural alterations and adapta- 
tions ; the word “ fire’’ does not occur in it; and section 7, by 
which each manager * shall become bound in such penal sum as 
the Lord Chamberlain shall require, being in no case more than 
£500, for the due observance of the rules which shall be in force 
at any time for the regulation of the theatre, could hardly apply. 
A recent statute, the Metropolis Management and Buildings 
Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. c. 32), contains, however, provisions of 
a more definite character, which give joint powers to the Lord 
Chamberlain and the Metropolitan Board of Works, This Act 
divides theatres and other places of public resort in the metropolis 
into three classes, aceording as (1) they existed before the passing 
of the Act, or (2) were licensed after it, or (3) were built after it. 
With respeet to the first, and of course the largest class, by 
section 11, the Metropolitan Board of Works, whenever it appears 
to them that any theatre, ke., “is so defective in its structure that 
special danger from fire may result to the public frequenting the 
same,” the Board may, with the consent of the Lord Cham- 
berlain in the ease of theatres under his jurisdiction, and of her 
Majesty’s principal Secretary of State in all other cases, if in the 
opinion of the Board such structural defects can be remedied at a 
moderate expense,” require the proprietor to remedy the defects, 
and fine him five pounds a day for non-compliance with the 
requisition. The proprietor may appeal against the requisition, 
whereupon an arbitrator appointed by the Government Board of 
Works is to settle the matter. As to the second class of houses— 
those licensed after 1878—the Board may, by section 12, make 
“such regulations as they think expedient with respect to the 
requirements for their protection from fire,”’ and may “ prescribe 
the requirements as to position and structure of such houses 
Noe which may, in the opinion of the Board, be necessary for 
the protection of all persons who may frequent the same against 
dangers from fires which may arise therein or in the neighbour- 

thereof.” ‘With respect to the third class of houses—those 
built after 1878—section 13 enacts that ‘provisional licences’ 
may be ted, to be confirmed “on the production of a certifi- 
gate by the Board that the construction of the premises has been 
completed in accordance with the regulations and conditions made 
by the Board as hereinbefore provided.” 





THE FOLLOWING is a complete list of the members of the com- 
mittee of the In ted Law Society appointed to consider the 
of the Legal Procedure Committee :— 

mDoN Mempers.—G. A. Crowder (Crowder, Anstie, & Vizard), chairman ; 
E. K. Blyth (Wilkins, Blyth, & Co.) ; W. Bosanquet (Mullens & Bosdnquet) ; 
. Bromley; E,H. Busk (Bolton, Robbins, & Buek); V. J. Chamberlain ; 
(Withall & Someta) 5 F, Crisp (Ashuret and Co.); W. J. 
Bova tm & froardols ; W. Srveemee intr ‘ram, & pa 

. H, Deyonshire; J. H. Dodgson mpas, n); Jo 
baile es Ford ; wer Ab sp G. 8. Gibb; W. Godden (Tilleard, 
Godden, & Holmes) ; W. H. Gray (Bell, Brodrick, & Gray); T. P. Griffiths 
(Chester & Co,); H. EB. Gribble (Torr & Co.), hon, sec, ; W. Gribble (Surr, 
ribble, & Co.) ; W, aes (Young, Jones, & Co.) ; J. Hunter (Hunters, Gwat- 
$ py t W, J. aioe _(Hanbery Hutton, & Co.); J. A. Iliffe (Iliffe, 
& ) ;Grinham Keen (Keen & Rogers) ; E. Kimber 5 J. 8. Kingdon 
Ooode & Co,); J. N. Mason; F. K. Munton (Munton & Morris); M. D. 


ibaldeston (Field & Co.) ; F. R, Parker (Sharpe, Parkers, & Oo.); R. Pen- 
aington (Cooke Weinencht & Cone wt ee oe 


8. P inson, Pres 
; A. Turner iscle, Faroe h Kuientns We Means 





Walters (Walters, Deverell, & Co.) ; Spencer Whitehead; 8. C. Wilde 
(Markby, Wilde, & Co.) ; W. Winter (Winter & Co.). 

Country Mzmpers.—Birmingbam—M, A. Fitter, W.: Morgan, C, 
Saunders; Bristol—Atfred Oox ; Cirengester—R, Ellett (Mullings, Ellett, 
Co.) ; THebenham-O, W. Roberts ; Hull—Francis Lowe (Lowe, Moss, & Mo s), 
J. T. Woodbouse ; Leicester—Thomas Ingram (I & Moore) ; Liverpool— 
~! L. person ; Malmesbury—W. 8. Jones; Stockton—F, Dodds ; Woolwich 
—R, Pi i 


F, 
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TOWN AGENT AND COUNTRY CLIENT. 


TueEreE has been a good deal of doubt as to the circumstances in 
which the court will exercise its summary jurisdiction over town 
agents upon the application of raprig? clients to compel the 

ayment over of money belonging to the latter, Of course, as 
Lord Denman said, “there is no privity between the agent in 
town and the client in the country: the former cannot maintain 
an action against the latter for his fees, nor the latter against 
the former for negligence. Something is necessary, beyond the 
mere relation of the parties to each other, to make the agent in | 
town liable to the client” (Cobb v. Becke, 6 Q. B. 985). It was 
long supposed that this rule not only prevented an action from 
being brought by the country client against the London agent, but 
also debarred the court from complying with a summary applica- 
tion by the country client against the town agent: see Hz parte 
Jones (2 Dow. P. C. 161) and Gray vy. Kirkby (Ib. 601); at all 
events in the absence of fraud. Thus in Robbins v. Heath (11 
Q. B. 257), Patteson, J., said that “if this were simply the case 
of money received by a London agent in the ordinaty course of 
business, and not under any special circumstances creating a liability, 
I should think that there was no distinction between an action 
for money had and received and a summary application ” 

The principle laid down by Lord Tenterden in Ex parte 
Bayley (9 B. & C. 691), that the summary jurisdiction exercised 
by the court oyer solicitors is to be exercised according to law 
and conscience, and not by any technical rules, was, however, at 
variance with this doctrine ; and an inclination to make summary 
orders against the town agent on the application of the country 
client, in cases where the former had retained the client’s money 
to satisfy a debt due to him by the country solicitor, soon 
began to be manifested. The courts appear at first to have sought 
about for a ground in the law as to agency. Thus, in 
Hanley v. Cassan (11 Jur. 1088), the London agent, at the 
request of the country solicitor, set off the money recovered in 
an agency action against advances in an account between them. 
Alderson, B., said that the law was clear that where an agent 
who reeeives money for a party pays it to another + of that 
party, he is bound to pay it in such a way 4s shall enable the 
agent to perform his duty to the principal—é.¢e., he must pay it in 
cash, and not merely settle it in an account between the agent and 
himself; if he does so settle it he takes upon himself to show an 
authority from the principal, and that there was an account 
between the principal and that agent by which the principal was 
indebted to that agent. In that case the court granted a rule 
absolute against the town agent to pay to the country client the 
money recovered in the action. And in the subsequent case of 
Ttobbins v. Fennell (11 Q. B. 248), where the eourt seemed to 
return to the former view, Lord Denman admitted that‘ we cun 
easily conceive the town agent making himself liable to the client 
for particular sums, and that the court may be desirous of inferring 
such liability from circumstances for the purpose of exereiging its 
yong? A jurisdiction over its officers to enforce justice, accord- 
ing to the equity of the particular case.” 

The recent case of Her Edwards, In re Johnson 
appears to have finally disposed of the technical objection 
to the summary application. The application was by a country 
client for a summary order against a town agent to pay over 
a sum of money recovered in an action, and which he had 
received from the sheriff without any special authority, either 
from the client or the country solicitor, but simply as London 
agent of the latter. He claimed to retain the sum received jn 
ps payment of other costs due to him from the country solicitor. 

e court ordered the matter to be referred to the master for 
report as to the general ot yp see between country solicitors and 
their London agents, the master reported as follows :—* I 
find the general practice between country solicitors and their town 
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agents to be that, where the writ of execution is issued by the 
town agent, the town agent receives the proceeds of such execu- 
tion on behalf of the country solicitor; that the town agent is 
not entitled to retain any debt or any part of a debt so recovered ; 
that the London agent is entitled to the same lien as, and no greater 
lien than, the country solicitor ; and, therefore, if the country soli- 
citor could not retain the debt recovered as aforesaid against his 
client, so neither can the London agent retain it.” In opposition 
to the eppvennee, the technical rule referred to above was strongly 

ed, It was contended that there was no privity of contract 
between the London agent and the country client, and no duty 
on his part to pay over the debt to her, consequently that 
the court had no jurisdiction in the matter. But the court 
rejected this view and made the rule absolute. They said that 
“the most disastrous consequences might result to suitors if the 
London agents of their solicitors might stop all moneys which 
come to their hands, and appropriate them to the payment of 
debts due to themselves from the country solicitor, without being 
liable either to an action or to the summary jurisdiction of the court. 
Take the case of a country solicitor being discovered to be in a 
state of hopeless insolvency, and a debt of large amount due to a 
client having been received by the London agent. Can it be 
doubted but that an injunction would be granted, at the instance 
of the client, to restrain the London agent from paying over the 
money to the country solicitor, and commanding him either to pay 
it into court or pay it over to the client? We think such an 
injunction would be granted as a matter of course; and, if so, we 
do not see why an order should not be mede directing the London 
agent to pay over the money in a case like the present” (see 30 
W. R. 14). 

We report in another column the decision on appeal from this 
judgment. It will be seen that, in affirming the judgment, all the 
members of the Court of Appeal repudiate the notion that fraud 
is necessary to justify the exercise of the summary jurisdiction on 
the application of a country client. 

We believe that the claim raised in the recent case is opposed 
to the general practice of town agents, and met with little sym- 
pathy from them. It is tolerably obvious that the client’s money 
ought not to be retained to pay the country solicitor’s debt. But 
we could have wished that the Court of Appeal had rather more 
distinctly pointed out that whatever the country solicitor can re- 
tain, the London agent is also entitled to retain, and, if necessary, 
apply in payment of sums due to him from the country solicitor. 








THE PROCEDURE COMMITTEE'S REPORT. 
Vil. 

WE propose to conclude this week our comments on the report 

of the committee by noticing a few miscellaneous points, reserving 

for another occasion a few observations on pleading. 

As to the question of the master’s list (resolution 2)—the question, 
that is, whether each cause should be assigned to a master before 
whom all applications up to trial should be heard—its importance 
does not depend on the summons for directions, but on the ad- 
vantage which arises from an acquaintance with the facts of the 
cause being carried on from one stage to another, instead of need- 
ing to be freshly learned by a new master. In many of the 
common applications, indeed in the whole course of many ordinary 
causes, the advantage would be very slight, or none at all ; there is 
no such complexity or peculiarity of facts as is of importance ; 
but there are others where it would be of undoubted use; and 
if there is no practical difficulty in such a distribution of busi- 
ness (and with great deference to the masters we can see none), 
we do not see why a plan should not be adopted which would 
profit some and would hurt no one. 

The question whether the appeal should lie from a master to a 
judge sitting in chambers or in open court is, as the committee 
point out, one on which opinion has been much divided. Their 
conclusion is that “ the advantages of transacting this interlocutory 
business in chambers predominate.” We belieye this conclusion 


must be assented to as regards the general run of business. But 
if, as must also be conceded, the transaction of business at chambers 
always implies something of that rough and ready dealing which 









the crowd and pressure of naturall 8, and almost 
requires, it is much to be desired that the opp : a 
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adjourning into court any matter 
and this will be all the more nsepaiet as the committee 
i omme no appeal from the judge on inte 
allowed, except by leave of the judge or of the 
appeals from such decisions. So far as cases of 
portance are to be withdrawn from a the suitor Will be the 
more entitled to claim a hearing which, since it i to 
should also be deliberate ; and so far as the Court of Al 
be eo on to review the ome Ay ‘he pe it is: = 
out of respect both to the jud ‘to the appe that’ 
determination which is to be hited sh the result of his 
mature and considered opinion. With this qualification, m 
always understanding for “ the Court in Bane” “the Court of 
Appeal,” the substance of the 8th, 9th, and 10th resolutions would 
probably meet with very general acceptance. ph tsscath erahtag 6 
If it is objected that the one here 
occupy too much of the judge’s time, it may be o that 
roposed transference to the Bankru 7 Court of the 
jurisdiction in debtors’ summonses (sabi on 11) would put 
more time at his disposal for the remaining business. ~~ “ 
The abolition of rules nisi, and the substitution of the practice 
of moving everything on notice, is also 9 matter which has been 
much discussed, and on which opinions are still divided. The 
committee decide in favour of the change (resolutions 14, 15), 
and we venture to think that the arguments of convenience pre- 
ponderate strongly in fayour of this view. ~~ «hie 
Two proposals are made on the subject of references, one of 
which, though said by the committee to “seem y,” is 
not supported by any statement of reasons, and the | for 
which is not obvious. It is proposed (resolution 17) that the 
official referees (“on the assumption that the procedure by wa 
of official referees is to be continued,” a mode of nid 
to sit 
similar 






es 


g 


£ 


zt 


LE 


which suggests some doubt of its utility) shall haye 
in open court. Why? Other arbitrators, who orm sitila 
functions, do not sit in o court; nor is it proposed that 
masters holding references, whether bea no “or ee 
should do so. Why, then, should official referees?’ ‘1 
informality of the procedure on a reference is what constitutes 
its advantage, and is supposed to compensate for some unquestion- 
able disadvantages ; it seems a strange p to take away from 
these references the chief reason for their existence. The other 
proposal (resolution 24) is to give an appeal on questions of law 
from the decision of an arbitrator on a compulsory reference. 
There can be no objection to this, which is, of course, intended 
to include references to masters; in other eases it will not add 
much to the powers already existing. Here, as elsewhere, for 
“ Court in Banc ”’ must be always un ** Court of Appeal,” 
otherwise the limit of £500 wonld be far too large. 
The question of eosts we ~rA already referred to. But 
is one point which has, it would seem, strangely esea 
notice of the committee. The rule by which a lower scale is ta 
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applied wherever there is merely 4 money demand or @ claint 
damages, a higher one where procuring of an injunction 
the principal relief sought,” is in both direetions so ¢ 

absurd that it is matter for surprise that it should have maintal 

its place. In an action to recover a sum of money or damages 
reckoned by thousands of pounds, involving difficult a 
questions of law and fact, heavy responsibilities care and 
trouble on all concerned, and much labour and antiety, costs are 
to be taxed on a lower seale, but on an inju to restrait 
interference with an ashpit, or the darkening of a se window, 
costs on a higher scale are to be - oe haser claims 
to recover his deposit on the ground t e cannot | 
title, or that from any other cause, defective quantity of te, 
he is not bound to complete, the lower is to be ved ; 
but if the vendor insists upon his rights, and takes the first step 
by bringing an action for specific piticemanee, though the value 
at stake is really the same, and though the { 

are identical, the costs are on the higher ses 

It is a question whether in every the 
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casé; nor would the burden of the determination be rejected by 
anyone who rightly understood how much of the justice of the 
case between the parties turns on the question of costs. But, in 
any case, the absurdity of the present rule ought to bring about 
a reconsideration of the question, and the formation of a new and 
more reasonable system. 

A few more words on this subject, and, in particular, as to the 
proposed new scale of costs. This is not an historical but a 
practical question ; still, as the committee have referred in support 
of their proposal to the fact that “ before the establishment of the 
county courts, cases in which the amount sought to be recovered 
was less than £20 were dealt with in an exceptional manner as re- 
spects costs and otherwise,” it is as well to see how this matter really 
stands. By 3 & 4 Will 4,c. 62, s. 17, actions for liquidated 
demands under £20, but not for unliquidated demands, though arising 
out of a contract, might be sent for trial before the sheriff, except 
when they involved difficult questions of law or fact; and by 
direction to the taxing masters (the history of which need not 
be written in detail) costs in actions which might have been so 
sent for trial were to be taxed on a reduced scale, This direction 
was repeated in 1853; and the practice of sending such cases for 
trial to the sheriff continued until the section under which this 
was done was repealed by the County Court Act, 30 & 31 Vict. 
¢e. 142, s."6. But before 1853, the practical effect of this direction 
had been almost taken away by the establishment of county 
courts, and by the more stringent statutory rule which, in a much 
wider class of actions, deprived the plaintiff of al/ costs when he 
sued in the superior courts. This, in brief, is the true history of 
this matter; and how little it resembles the proposal of the 
committee will appear at once on reading the terms of the 20th 
resolution. 

However, the use of a false analogy will not show the proposal 
to be wrong. If, after the abuse of interrogatories has been 
restrained, it is found necessary still to reduce the costs; and if a 
reduction of the scale of costs for actions below a certain value 
may be so effected as still to leave the conduct of business in the 
hands of respectable practitioners with the prospect of a reasonable 
remuneration, it ought not to be objected to. But there should 
certainly be, as the committee propose, an effectual extension to 
both the Queen’s Bench and the Chancery Divisions of the same 
scale or scales, if both Divisions are still to subsist, and for so long 
as they do so; and, as a means to this end, and as a thing itself 
required on grounds of common sense, the absurd test now applied 
should be replaced by a more reasonable rule. 


We believe that we have now dealt with all the main points of 
the report; and it is with regret that we find it less well con- 
sidered, less carefully reasoned, less accurately expressed, and less 
practically conceived than might have been reasonably expected 
from the body on the occasion. To augment the dignity of the 
judges of the High Court and their officers, to fetter the Court of 
Appeal, and not merely to control but to absorb the functions and 
depress the position of those who practise before them, seem to have 
been too much, if not the leading ideas which have governed the 
deliberations of the committee, at least the end to which they have 
too exclusively tended; whilst, upon the other hand, suitors are to be 
protected, not only against one another but against themselves, by 
® system of paternal care, directed by that preternatural sagacity, 
undeviating justice, and disinterested and energetic benevolence, 
which are always supposed to characterize a despotism, but which 
have hitherto not been cordially accepted among this self-willed and 
troublesome race. Yet there are suggestions contained in the 
report on points of detail that we trust may be of value, if pains 
are taken to work them out with care and caution, and in such a 
way as that they may fall in with that system which, having been 
so lately established by the Judicature Acts and Orders, needs 
now to be consolidated and improved, but not to be upset and re- 
placed by a new constitution. 








The St. James's Gazette understands that Sir Montague Smith 
has gs aa the office of a paid judge of the Judicial Committee 
of the Council, which he has filled with great ability since 
1871, but that he es gs to give occasional attendance upon the 
sittings of the Judicial Committee, of which he is still a member. 





BANKRUPTCY LAW REFORM. 
[commMUNICATED. ] 
III. 
Bzrore proceeding with the remaining clauses of the Government Bill of 
last session, we desire to supplement our remarks of last week upon the 
omission of the filing of a declaration of inability to pay as an act of 
bankruptcy, by calling attention to the form of a debtor's petition as 


provided by clause 9, sub-clause 1. That sub-clause provides that “a 
debtor's petition shall allege that the debtor ia unable to pay his debts,” 
&c. Now, there is a similar statement in the form of petition for liqui- 
dation or composition under the present Act, and it was in consequence 
thereof that the filing of a petition for liquidation or composition was 
held to constitute an act of bankruptcy, it being a declaration of 
inability to pay. In the case of Hw parte Fenning, Re Wilson (25 
W. R. 185, L. R. 3 Ch. D. 455), this was carried still further, and it was 
held that, the first meeting having been adjourned until a date more 
than six months after the filing of the petition, a trustee could not then 
be appointed, such appointment being equivalent to the presentation of 
a benkruptcy petition, and the act of bankruptcy on which it was 
founded—viz., the filing of the declaration of inability to pay contained 
in the liquidation petition—having been committed more than six months 
before. If that fact be abolished as an act of bankruptcy, then we shall 
have, in adjudications made on debtors’ own petitions, bankruptcies 
without any act of bankruptcy committed to support them! It would 
be somewhat curious to speculate upon the many nice questions this 
might give rise to upon which counsel might be called upon to exercise 
their ingenuity, and judges to decide. We will now proceed with the 
other clauses of the Bill. 

Clauses 11 to 15 are mostly new, and relate to proceedings after adjudi- 
cation, and we will deal with the various clauses in rotation. 

“¢ Clause 11.—(1.) On an order being made by a court adjudying a person 
bankrupt (in this and the principal Act referred to as an order of adjudication), 
the property of the bankrupt shall vest in the official receiver of the court, 
to be appointed as hereinafter mentioned, and shall become divisible among 
the creditors of the bankrupt in proportion to the debts proved by them in 
the bankruptcy. 

‘* (2.) Where more than one official receiver is attached to the court, such 
one of them as is for the time being apppointed by the court for any particular 
estate shall be the official receiver for the purposes of that estate.’ 


This clause introduces the official receiver of the court. As to 
whether the attaching of such an official to each court will be an improve- 
ment upon the present law or not, we shall not discuss at any length. It 
appears to be a cardinal point in the Bill, and only experience of its work- 
ing will decide its utility. So far as this section is concerned, however, 
it appears only to substitute the official receiver for the registrar of the 
court, and in practice this alteration will not make any difference, and 
the change will be one in name only, 

“ Clause 12,—Any creditor or creditors may at the time of adjudication, or 
at any time thereafter, and before the appointment of a trustee in the bank- 
ruptcy, apply to the court for the appointment of a special receiver or manager, 
and thereupon the court may, if in the opinion of the court the interests of 
the creditors require it, appoint a special receiver and manager of the bankrupt’s 
estate, or continue any special receiver and manager previously appointed. 


This clause, it is to be feared, will give rise to great uncertainty, and 
will decidedly be very differently acted upon in different courts. Insome 
courts we shall find a repugnance on the part of the officials (especially 
if the registrar should be also the official receiver, and he should be paid by 
salary instead of by fees) to retain or assume any responsibility that can be 
avoided, w hilst others will make an invariable practice not to supersede the 
official receiver. The fact of such a diversity of practice being possible will 
in itself be a great evil. Then if any creditor is to be at liberty to apply 
for the appointment of a special receiver, we shall find cases of this being 
done by friendly creditors solely in the interests of the debtor. We 
think one uniform practice would be preferable to this, and this 
could be done as it was under the Act of 1861, when the official 
assignee through the measenger of the court took possession of all 
bankrupts’ estates up to the first meeting, if it were not that by the Bill 
bankruptcy proceedings are the only ones to be recognized in the first 
instance, In the case of a failure, where the great majority of the 
creditors are favourable to a composition arrangement being carried 
speedily, these complicated proceedings and the intervention of an official 
receiver would very much injure, and in many cases destroy, the possi- 
bility of carrying through such an arrangement. If therefore the prin- 
ciple of the Bill, that all arrangements with creditors to be binding on 
any non-assenting minority shall be carried only through an adjudication 
in bankruptcy, is to be insisted upon, then some modification which will 
allow a receiver other than the official receiver of the court to be 
appointed must of necessity be introduced, so that in this view this clause 
or some other provision of a similar nature is absolutely necessary. 
In any event, however, the right of creditors to apply for the appoint- 
ment of a special receiver ought to be fenced round with greater safe- 
guards than are provided by this section, so as to prevent the right being 
abused in the interests of debtors or by some sharp practitioner acting 
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for an isolated creditor. For instance, a certain proportion in number 
and value of the creditors should be required to make the application, 
and the nominee of a majority in value of the creditors ought to be 
appointed unless objected to by the Board of Trade, as in the case of a 
trustee, and upon his giving satisfactory security. This latter point does 
not appear to have been provided for at all in the case of receivers. 

“Clause 13.—(1.) A receiver or manager under this Act shall have the same 

wers as if he were a receiver or manager appointed by the High Court of 

ustice, but shall account to the Board of Trade instead of to the court. 

“s (2) A receiver or manager shall not, unless the board or court otherwise 
order, incur any expense beyond such as is requisite for the protection of the 
debtor’s property. 

‘(3.) A receiver or manager may apply to the court for advice and 
direction. 

‘(4,) A receiver or manager shall, as far as is practicable, consult the wishes 
of the oreditors with respect to the administration of the debtor’s property, 
and for that purpose may, if he thinks it advisable, summon meetings of the 
persons claiming to be creditors.” 


The Board of Trade is introduced by this clause as the governing body 
forthe management of bankrupts’ estates. This seems to be another cardinal 
principle of the Bill, and will no doubt be well discussed in Committee (if it 
should re-appear in the future Bill of the Government) by members of Par- 
liament who are better able than we are to express an opinion as to whether 
the provision will work well or not, and we do not propose in these remarks 
to discuss that question at any length. It is quite clear that some 
governing body should be appointed to see that estates are properly 
administered, and the point is whether the Board of Trade, with its already 
large functions, can better perform that duty than the court or some 
other independent body. No doubt there will be two widely differing 
opinions as to this, but there cannot be any doubt that with the present 
President of the Board of Trade, with his great experience in commercial 
matters and in organization generally, at the head of that department of 
the State, every effort would be used to make the experiment a successful 
one. Whether it will be so really depends upon the ability of the 
officials intrusted with the carrying out of the scheme. 

**Clause 14.—(1.) The bankrupt shall give to the official receiver of his 
estate such information with respect to the estate as he may be required to 
give under section 19 of the principal Act, and in particular shall within 
three days after the adjudication, or within such extended time as the court 
may for special reasons allow, make out aud submit to the official receiver a 
statement verified by affidavit, and showing, as far as practicable, the par- 
ticulars of the bankrupt’s assets, debts, and liabilities, the names, residences, 
and occupations of his creditors, and the securities held by them respectively ; 
but where any such statement is prepared by a person nominated by the 
bankrupt, the costs of the preparation shall not be allowed out of the bank- 
rupt’s estate, except with the approval of an ordinary resolution of creditors, 

“ (2,) Any person stating himself in writing to be a creditor of the bankrapt 
may, personally or by agent, inspect this statement at all reasonable times, 
and take any copy thereof or extract therefrom.” 


Sub-clause 1.—We consider it a wise proposal to compel a bankrupt to 
give all information as to his estate and liabilities at the earliest practic- 
able moment. But as to the cost of preparing the statement, we think 
this might well be left to the discretion of the court and not to the 
caprice of the creditors. The court would be a more independent 
tribunal to determine such a question, and in matters of this kind the 
power should not be placed in the hands of the creditors, who are too apt 
to be influenced by personal feeling. 

Sub-clause 2.—As a greater check upon the evil of “touting” we 
would suggest that before a creditor or his agent is ullowed to obtain an 
inspection of, or extract from, a bankrupt’s statement, he should be 
required either to prove his debt or make an affidavit that he is a 
creditor. This is required, under the present law, by many courts 
throughout the country, and would, we think, be a more effectual check 
than the mere requirement that he should state such a fact in writing. 
In any event some penalty ought to attach toa person untruthfully 
representing himself to be a creditor for the purpose of getting a copy 
of the statement—say that he should be guilty of a contempt of court, 
and punishable accordingly on the application of the trustee, receiver, or 
any creditor. 

*¢ Clause 15.—(1.) The official receiver shall summon the first meeting of 
creditors for a day not later than seven days after the adjudication, unless the 
-_ for any special reason, deem it expedient that the meetiog be sammoned 

r a later day. 

* (2.) He Cw, subject to the directions of the court, adjourn the first meet- 
ing from time to time and from place to place. 

*¢ (3.) The bankrupt shall, unless prevented by sickness or other cause satis- 
factory to the meeting, attend the first and other meetings of his creditors and 
any adjourded meeting, and shall produce to his creditors at each of such 
meetiogs a statement of his affairs in the prescribed form, and shall submit to 
such examination and give such information as the meetings respectively 
require, and if he fails to do so he shall be deemed guilty of a contempt of 
court.” 


Sub-clause 1.—The mode of summoning the first meeting should, we 
think, be prescribed. And the place where it is to be held should also be 
prescribed. The general feeling amongst commercial people is, we believe, 
that it should be held in the place where the bulk of the trade creditors 











reside, and this would probably give the greatest amount of satisfaction, as 
it would enable the greater number of creditors to attend personally in- 
stead of appointing proxies. 


Sub-clause 2.—The creditors ought also, in our to have the 
power they have at present to adjourn the first me * 
Sub-clause 3.—Surely if the bankrupt furnishes to the receiver, under 


clause 14, sub-clause 1, a statement of his affairs, the receiver might be 
required to file it with the proceedings, so that it could be pri to 
every meeting without requiring the bankrupt to furnish a copy at 
each meeting, which appears a needless expense. Provision, however, 
might be made for his amending same if he should discover any mistake 
or error in the original statement, or if he should be required to do so by 
the court, and also for his furnishing further accounts as to his dealings 
with his estate and accounting for his deficiency, if any, if ao required. 








REVIEWS. 


BILLS OF SALE, 


Tue Law or Briis or Satz, wire AN Appsnprx or Pascepsnrs anp 
Sratvres. Turep Eprrion. By Gsoras Epwarp Lyon and Jossrx 
Haworra Repman, Barristers-at-Law. Reeves & Turner, 


This useful little treatise upon a subject of great and still 
importance, has the-merit of being clear, intelligent, and fairly con- 
cise. Whether the style could be improved by further condensation is 
a question upon which opinions might perhaps differ. Some of the 
especial difficulties of English law spring from the co-existence of several 
enactments bearing more or less closely upon the same matter. Where 
amending statutes are piled one upon another, the result is merely a 
cumbrousness which might be removed by judicious codification. But 
in some cases the existing body of the law cannot so easily be reduced 
to a common measure ; where confusion has been introduced by br sr. 
several partial and partly over-lapping remedies to several 
having a community of character without being identical. A remarkable 
example of this complexity is found in the grounds upon which bills of salé 
may be set aside in favour of creditors, It not unfrequently happens that 
two (or more) of these causes coincide; whence has arisen so much con- 
fusion between them, that the degree of clearness with which they are dis- 
criminated is a good test of the subject’s successful treatment. If we think 
that in this respect Messrs. Lyon and Redman’s work is capable of im- 
provement, we find in it more to praise than to blame. We may remark 
that the case of Za parte Harrison (p. 107) came before the Court of 
Appeal in April last year (as La parte Butters, L. R. 14 Ch. D. 265), and 
that the judgment of Vice-Chancellor Bacon was reversed. There may be 
some doubt whether the objection to the jurisdiction upon which the Vice- 
Chancellor had relied, was expressly overruled; but there can be no 
doubt that, for all practical purposes, its authority has been destroyed. 
Upon the whole, we are able to commend the present work to the favour- 
able attention of our readers. We think that the questions, what con- 
stitutes a bill of sale, and what persons are ‘‘ traders” within the 
meaning of the Bankruptcy Act, and the subject of “ reputed ownership ” 
as bearing upon bills of sale, are treated with considerable care and 
intelligence. 


PRINCIPLES OF CONTRACT. 


Parincreies or Contract: Burne A Treatise on THe Ganzrat Pamoreies 
ConceRNInG THE VALIDITY oF AGREEMENTS In THE Law or EnGLanp. 
‘T'urap Eprrion. By Faxepznicx Poxtocx, Barrister-at-Law. 
& Sons. 


This edition has been largely remodelled by the author, among the 
most important of the alterations being the and 
of the views expressed by Mr. Justice Stephen in the case of A 
v. Maddison (29 W. R. 105) with reference to the notion of a repre- 
sentation which, although neither a contract nor part of a contract, may 
have the effect of binding the person who makes it as much as if 
acontract. It will be remembered that the Court of ba me reversed 
Mr. Justice Stephen’s decision on another’ ground (29 W. BR. 
did not discuss this question. Mr. Pollock gives in an 
review of the cases, of which Traill v. Baring (4 De G. 
the most difficult to deal with; and he comes to the conclusion 
“ notwithstanding the difficulties presented by the form 
statements of more or less authority have been made, the view 
pounded by Mr. Justice Stephen is the correct one.” 
which we expressed on the decision of Alderson v. Maddison, is 
in favour of that view, but we doubt whether the difficulties raised 
the cases will be got rid of quite so easily as Mr. Pollock thinks, 
are disposed to question the advisability, under existing circumstances, 
of taking so strong a line in a work which rep lgae atate the prin- 
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ciples of the law as it is, and notas it ought to For the rest, 
have nothing but praise for this edition. material recent cases 
been added, and the whole work has been carefully revised, 
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STONE’S JUSTICES’ MANUAL. 


Tar Justices’ Manvau; or, Guine ro tHe Orpinary Doris oF A 
Justics oy THE Paacr. By the late Samuat Sronz, Esa. Twenry- 
rinst Epition. Edited by Gronez B. Kennart, Esq.,Solieitor and Clerk 
to the Justices of Norwich. Shaw & Sons. 


Mr. Ketitiett is very severe in his preface oft the “novel system of 
harried legislation” which he says was ‘‘commeneed in the last session 
of Parliament.” It is probably true that there have been few sessions in 
which so many ill-drafted measures were passed as the last. But 
although the system may, perhaps, have G@lminated, we do not 
think it had its commencement in the last session, as witness the Acts 
relatiog to wild birds. We are approaching a titme in which the 
parliamentary draftsman will look upon an amending Act as a usual and 
proper supplement to his efforts. As the last edition of this book was 
published last year only, the changes in the law to be incorporated in the 
present edition are not extensive. We can testify, however, to the care 
with which they have been iticorporated. Thus Reg. v. Lovell (50 L. J. 
M. ©. 91), as to demanding with threats an exorbitant sum for services, 
is not only stated at p. 471, under the head of “Larceny Defined,” 
but is also referred to, at p. 475, under the heading of “‘ Larceny by Trick 
or Fraud/’ In faet, the only eriticism we have to offer as regards the 
recent cases is to express a doubt whether the statement at p. 561 of Reg. 
v. Salmon (29 W. R. 246) is sufficiently full. It would be convenient 
if, in the index of cases, some means were adopted of distinguishing 
different cases having the same name. There might be added a short 
pe er between brackets, of the matters to which each of such cases 
relates. 


BILLS OF EXCHANGE. 


A Dicest oy raz Law or Brtus or Exowance, Promissory Nores, anp 
Cnueqves. By M. D. Cuatmens, Barrister-at-Law. Szconp Epirion. 
Stevens & Sons. 


The new edition of this admirable book is rendered more complete by 
the addition (perhaps owing to a suggestion made by us in reviewing 
the former edition) of a chapter on securities for bills of exchange, 
dealing, among other matters, with the rule in Hx parte Waring. The 
recent cases have been carefully added, and the provisions of the Croseed 
Cheques Act, 1876, have been added as articles to the Digest. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


TAXATION OF COSTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—In July last I entered a cause for trial in an action for damages 
against a tailway company for personal injuries to a client, and daring 
the Long Vacation E got up the evidence for the plaintiffs, prepared the 
briefs, and issue? subpenas. 

About the 25th of September the plaintiffs’ solicitors suggested a 
reference to two physicians ; and about the end of October an order of 
reference was accordingly made referring the cause to the award of the 
said physicians, and that the costs of the cause should abide the event, 
and that the costs of the reference and award and the arbitrator's fees 
should be paid by the defendants in any event. 

On taxation the master disdlldwed the costs of the brief and many 
other legitimate charges, and in fa¢t reduced the bill of costs by more 
than one-half. 

@an any of your readers inform me when a plaintiff is entitled to 
commence to get up evidence and prepare brief for trial? Is it usual 
for masters on taxation to disallow counsels’ fees for settling special 
particulars of claim against a railway company in an action for damages, 
pursuant to an order of one of the masters, and also to advise as to 
sufficiency of answers to interrogatories; also for examining proof for 
printer, and printer's charges for printing answers to interrogatories 
where the document is ten folios ? 

It is high time that there should be some uniformity of practice in 
this respect, What one master allows in taxation another master dis- 
allows. JUSTITIA. 





JUDGES’ CHAMBERS. ; 
(To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—Allow me to express my thanks for the communications which you 
have allowed to appear it your columns with respect to the way in 
which business is transacted at judges’ chambers, especially by the 

I have for some weeks past been endeavouring to get one of the 
masters to settle some queries arising on the taxation of a bill of costs 
by him, In ce of the variety of the master’s duties, and the 
difficulties which exist in knowing when he will actually be at chambers, 








I and my opponent, who is equally anxious with me for the queries to 
be settled, have hitherto been unable to eateh the master, or, in his ab- 
sence, to procure an appointment. The result of this is that my em- 
ployer thinks I am neglecting my duty te him, and the client cannot 


understand why there should beso much delay in disposing vf the few : 


trifling questions which remain to be determined. 

The matter is of some importance, as there is some question as to the 
solvency of the party by whom the costs will have to be paid. 

I venture to suggest that if the attention of the Lord Chancellor eould 
be drawn by the Council of the Incorporated Law Society to this, as 
well as to other evils which still prevail at judges’ chambers, some remedy 
would be devised. A Manacine Craex. 

Dec. 13, 





THE INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I observe that one of your contemporaries, circulating amongst 
law students, complains of the questions which wete tequited to be 
answered at the last Michaelmas examination under heads 2 and 3. 

On referring to one of the books of questions and answers on 
‘“* Stephen’s Commentaries" prepared for the use of candidates for this 
examination, I find that all the questions of which complaint is madé 
are to be found in the book in question, together with the correct answers, 
though the language of the questions at the last examination was to some 
extent necessarily varied. It therefore seems to me that the complaint 
iw question has no foundation. It ought not to be allowed to remain 
unnoticed, lest the assistant examiners and the council should be deterred 
from framing questions in future upon the Commentaries the answers to 
which will tend to show that not only has the candidate read the guides 
prepared for his assistance, and which are in most cases so much studied, 
but also the Commentaries themselves. A Soxrorror. 

December 14. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Patent—SLaNnDek OF TiTLE—ALLEGATION oF INPRINGEMENT—Damacts 
—Insunotion.—On the 6th inst. the Court of Appeal (Lord Coteriner, C.J., 
and BacoaLtay and Linpvey, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision of Jesser, M.R., 
in the case of Halsey v. Brotherhood (29 W. R. 9, L. R. 15 Oh. D. 514). The 
plaintiff was the owner of a patent, and the defendant was the owner of a patent 
of prior date for a cognate subject-matter. The action was brought claimin 
damages from the defendant, on the ground that he had wrongfally stated an 
represented to customers of the plaintiff, and other perdotis intending to deal 
with him, that the articles manufactured by the plaintiff were an infringement 
of the defendant’s patent, and that he had threatened such customers and 
otheg persons with actions if they purchased or used the plaintiff's articles. 
The plaintiff also asked in his claim for general relief for an injunction. The 
defendant by his statement of defence denied the validity of the plaintifi’s 
patent, and asserted that the articles made by the plaintiff were an infringe. 
ment of the defendant’s patent. He admitted that he had represented to 
various persong that the plaintiff had infringed his patent, but denied that he 
had threatened them with legal proceedings. And he said that the statement 
which he had made had been madé Jona fide, in the fall and honest belief 
in his rights as a patentee, and with the intentio# to follow up the same, if 
nécessary, by proper proceedings in support of bis patent rights. The 
defendavt had not, however, in fact, taken any to contest the 
validity of the plaintiff's patent, or to restrain hia from infrmging the 
defendant’s patent. Jessen, M.R., held that a patent; so long af it anbsisted, 
was prima facie valid, and that the owner of it was not hound to agsert his 
supposed legal rights under it against supposed infringers by action, but was 
entitled, if he did so bona ide, to give notice to them that they were infringing 
his rights, and was not liable in damages for the jojury caused by his notices 
to the person who was selling the article which he al eged to Peon iniriage: 
ment of his patent, even though he was, in fact, in error in ving his 
patent to be valid. Aq action for damages could not be maintained unless the 
notices were issued mala fide, And his lordship also held that, if it was 
proved in the action for an injunction that the defendant's allegation of inftinge~ 
ment, though made Jona fide, was, in fact, untrie, the defendant might be 
restrained from continuing to issue the notices. In the present case his lord- 
ship held that the action was in substance only an action for damages ; and 
he therefore dismissed it, but without prejudice to a new action for an im 
janction. This decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal on substantially 
the same grounds,—Soxicitors, Sandom, Kersey, ¢ Knight 3 Cope & Cox 


Witt—Revocation—Exercist of GENERAL Powek oF wa sony or ep 
Wuas Act (1 Vict. 0. 26), 8. 27.—In a case of Sotheran v. Dening, before the 
Court of Appeal on the 7th inst., the question arose whether an of a 
power by will had been revoked by a subsequent will. By a settlement made 
in 1870 real estate was vested in trustees upon trust for such persons 98. Cu 
whether covert or sole, should by will appoint, with remainder in default of 
appointment to E. in fee. In 1871 CO. made a will by which, in cise of 
the power, she appointed the real estate to S. in fee: In 1877 0. made a 
second will, coamencing with the words, “I revoke all former wills,” which 
contained # general jo Of all bet real estate to G., ba 
































refer to the power of appointment. In 1878 C. made a third will, which, 
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thoagh it did not, in terms, purport to deal only with personal estate, did, in 


rsonal estate; This wil) concluded with the 
words, ‘‘ H revoking all former or other wills, I declare this to be my 
last will and testament.” The question was té whom the real estate subject 
to the power of appointinent belonged. 8. claimed it on the nd that the 
appointment contained in the first will was not affected by 
wills. G, élaimed it on the gtound that tke first will was revoked by the 
gecond, and that the devise contained therein operated as an exercise 
of the power, and that the second will was not affected by the third. JE. 
claimed the property on the ground that the third will revoked the appoint- 
ments contained in the first and second wills, and, that, consequently, the 
roperty passed in default of appointment. Jessel, M.R., held (25 
LICITORS’ JOURNAL, 317) that the latter view was the correct one, and his 
decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Lord Cotermas, 0.J., and 
Lvs and Lixptey, L.JJ.).—Soxiortors, Emmet & Son; J. W. Smith, 


fact, make only dispositions of 


ComPosition—Srovurep Cetpiror—Vatvation or Srourities—Szcvni- 
TIzs ON JoInT AND ON Separate EstaAra—BAankrvproy Act, 1869, s. 16— 
Bankryprox Ruces, 1870, #. 272.—It a case of Co v. Bartrum, 
before the Court of Appéal on the 8th inst., a question arose as to the liability 
of @ secured creditor of & compoufding debtor who has proved his debt, 
valuing his décutity in hid proof, atid has received the composition on the 
balance of thé debt after déedacting the value of the security, to account to 
the debtor for any surplus which the security may afterwards realized in excess 
of the valuation. Two petitioners filéd a liquidation petition under which their 
oy? creditors resolved to accept a composition of 10s. in the pound payable 
in instalments. One of the joint creditors who voted in favour of the 
composition held a security for bis debt on joint property of the debtors, 
and also another security on separate property of one of the partners, His 
debt amounted to £2,400, and in hié proof he set forth io detail both his 
sectrities, and concludéd by assessing the value of his security at £800, and 
claiming to stand a a creditor for the balance of £1,600, and he voted at the 
theetings 4s a creditor fot £1,600, The composition was dtly carried out, and 
he feceivéd the composition upon £1,600. He afterwards realized his joint 
a and thereby feceivéd more than £800. The debtors, four years 
after the completion of the payment of the composition, brought this action, 
claiming the surplus of the proceeds of the joint security, and the whole of 
the separate security, and Jessel, M,R, (25 Soricitors’ Jourwa, 95), decided in 
favour of the claim. It was contended that, inasmuch asin a bankruptcy or a 
liquidation by arrangement the creditor would not have been bound on making 
his proof to deduct the value of his security on the separate estate, but would 
have been entitled, notwithstanding his proof, to retain that security until bis 
debt was psid in full, the same rule must apply to composition, and he could not 
be prejudiced by the mistake which he had made in deducting the value of the 
separate secarity. The court (BacGaLiay, Lusex, and LinpLey, L.JJ.), how- 
ever, affirmed the decision of the Master of the Rolls, on the ground that the 
composition arrangement proceeded upon the basis that the creditor was to 
receive the composition upon £1,600 only, and that the surplus of the property 
coniprised in both securities beyond the £800 should go to the debtors to 
enable them to pay the composition. Bageautay, L.J., said that the language 
of the creditor’s proof clearly indicated that he valued his compound security, 
his security on the separate property as well as his security on the joint prop- 
erty. Nodoubtbe was not bound to value his separate sécurity. But, so 
far from there having been any mistake about it, the whole thing was clearly 
present to his mind. And, in his answer to interrogatories in the present action, 
the creditor said that his sole object in arin the valuation was to enable the 
debtors to know what was the amount of the liabilities for which they would 
have to provide. The ¢ of an alteration in the f would have been to 
increase the amount of the baldnce on which the debtors would have to pro- 
vide the composition, andat the same time to diminish the amount of the 
assets which would enablé them to pay it. The composition arrangemetit 
proceeded on the faith that the representations made by the creditor in his 
sd would be binding on him, and it was too late now to disturb it. Losn, 

.J., said that @ sécured creditor was not bound to take any part in the com- 
position proceedings. But, if hé valued his security and proved for the 
balance of his debt dbove the aifiount of the valuation, he was bound b 
the valudtion, whatever might be thef result of the realization. In 
the present case thé creditor clearly intended fo value both his joint and his 
separate security. He was not bound to deduct the value of the separate 
ééourity, but he did deduct it, and the consequence was that the secority was 
rédeemablé at the price which he had put onit. The proof was put in before 
the composition was accepted. The debtors agreed to pay 10s. in the pound. 
If the creditor had valued his joint security only, the amount of the debts upon 
which the composition would have to be jiaid would to thatextent have been 
ioereased, and for aught that appeared the debtors would not have been able 
to pay nce on the larger athount. At any rate, the arrangement 
proceeeded on the footing that they would only have to provide the composi- 
tion for thé secured c on £1,600, and it was too late now to disturb it. 
Luvpity; L.J., said that it would be inequitable now to allow the creditor to 
fall back on the te security which he had given up, the composition 
proceeding on the footing of his so doing.—Soxicirors, C, Butcher ; Tatham, 
Oblein; & Nash. 


Mine—Txespass—OUsavrionizen Worxinoc—Acooutt—ALLowsnces— 
Hv! BRINGING TO —In a case of Joicey v. Dickinson, before the 

curt of Appéal on thé 10th inst., a question arose as # the 
which ought to be made to a person Who had knowingly taken out 
of a mine belonging to a neighbouring owner, in taking an account against 
the wrongdoer of the value of the miserals which he had thus abstracted. 
Jessel, M.R., had disallowed the defendant (the wrongdoer) not only the costs 
of severing the minerals, but also the costs of raising them to the surface, 


r of the later | been 









though it did not appear that his lordship’s attention ee: 
called to the propriety of the latter Court 
(Baceattay, Lusu, and Linpter, L.JJ.) said, that fhe 
correctly laid down by Fy, d., in t cage. ¢ 
W. B pe Ip R. 13 Ch. D, 574)—viz., é 
y by inadvertence, the 
severing the mi and the costs of b 
unauthorized working has been intenti 
of bringing pe minerals to bank... He wi 
The order of the Master of the Rolls was, therefore, 
this rule.—Sonicrrors, 7. W. Rossiter; Ullithorne, 













Sprcrrio Parrormaxce—Conrracr ror Sine oF 
or PropertY—Statuts or Fravps Pas Car: 2.0. 
of Shardlow v. Cotterell, before the Court a on the 3rd inst the 
— — whether, 2 a pre for the sale 
ance of which was t by the purchaser, there was a sufficiently definite 
description of the pop to satisfy the Sta 
March, 1880, property belonging to the defendant Cotterell at Pinxtot 
Derbyshire, consistiog of a dwelling-h ; 
connected therewith, was put up for sale by auction at the Sin Inn, Pinxfon. 
At the sale conditions of sale wete produced; but no particulars of the 
erty. Posters had, however, been previously published in the neéi 
containing a desctiption of the Pepa 
highest bidder at £420, and after the sale the 
by the auctioricer and appended at the foot of 
was handed to the plaintiff :-—“ The 
butcher, ager - be gy ow at ioe of sale,” 
gave the plaintiff the following receipt si him :—** Pinxton, 
March 29, 1880.—Received of Mr. r 4 iow See ef 
property purchased at £420 at San Inn, Pinx 

eorge Cotterell, owner.” Thé vendor afterwatds refased 
purchase, and the purchaser brought the action for the specific 
the contract. Kay, J., held (29 W: R, 787, L. R. 18 Oh. D. eS eue the 
receipt might be read with the memorandam oye: the poster 
= that the teceipt and the payee : s tot er he: 

escription of the property to satisfy te i 
ifoautty parol evidence could not be admitted to hot tea 

consisted of. He accordingly dismissed the action. 
reversed by the Court of Appesl (Ji@sser, M.R., and Bacoattay and es 
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L.JJ.), who held that the property was sufficiently described to satisfy 
statate, Jzsset, M.R., thought that Kay, J., was right id be 
memorandum and the receipt might be read together, bat he waa 
(if it was necessary to decide it) that the receipt alone was 

There was rio distinction between sections 4 and § of the Act as rege a 
writing being required. Whether it was an agreement of a temordt y 
note theteof on the one hand, or a will on the othér, there must bé @ 
and it must bé signed by the party sought to be z His 

not see how a description Which would be sufficient within oné section oot 
considered insufficient within the other. The question was whether thera 
a sufficient description of the thing sold or purchased, for there could not be 
a description in writing per se, which would entirely shut outall controyétsy. 
Even a map would not do that. No description id the world could be. so 
complete as to cover all points and prevent any dispute from. atisihg ; and it 
was not the object of the Statute of Frauds to prevent the possibility of dispute, 
but by requiring a writing to be signed to imposé « check and.:ncthing one ) 
There must of neeessity be many things to be decided by parob evidence... 
you had as a description ‘‘the estate of A. Bi, in Sa WF Hrs read 
would be safficiently described ; ory again, if you had “ the estate of A: B., 
which he purchased from C.,” or ‘* which w: 
would do, and you might introduce patol 
was. In the po pep tenapic rained wes 9 ee 
on a given da at a given p to pr 
that the srepeite belonged to the athe moe could it 
thete was not an ample description of the subject-matter 

was quite true that there might be @ dispute; eo 
thing, but hete there was not only all that was ired, more 
required to identify the property. BagoaLuay; 
curred.—Soricitors, Berry & Binns ; Stevens & Co. 
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Covenant—Baeacn—InsuNction—Oovsn. TO CARRY... 
Cuemist asp Daveaist.—In a case of Mi Rd - 
on the 13th inst., a motion was made to restrain 4 Be 
carrying on the business of a quack doctor ia _—— let. 
or any other business than that of a chemist an It was 
that at the time the ane beau let to st —— hen ages se 
he was to on ¢ ess of a chem’ druggist 
that he had filled his window with advertisements of al i oo 
and that he called his shop # medical repository. at 
injunction to restrain the Te seaiideeoh on ha dligencaie » than 
as a chemist and druggist. He considered; on the ( 

condition they were to be used ee ae 
tif 8 undertaking in damages, considered him to the injanction 
the trial.—Soxicrrors, Paterson, Snow, & Blozam, : 
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Invyant Wanp—Raticiovs Butrer—Rerieion or F. 
Inpucine ro Cuancs Revicion.—In a case of Hickman. 
Chitty, J., on the 9th inst., a motion was to resi 
from visiting » Roman Catholie chapel, and s 
writing to the infant. The infant was sent toa 
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was a Church of England clergyman, had discovered that the Roman Catholic 

riest had been writing letters to the infant, telling him to read the Roman 
Batholic Prayer-book and other works of that Church. The father had als» 
discovered an imitation altar in the youth’s bedroom. The father objected to 
the Roman Catholic religion, and was averse to his son going into that Church, 
or having any communication with Roman Catholic priests, Curry, J., said 
that the Sofant was being induced to depart from the religious belief in which 
he had been trained by his father; that it was contrary to law for the priest to 
induce the infant to leave the Church in which he had been brought up, and 
therefore he granted the injunction asked for.SoLicirors, Remnant, Peniey, 
$ Grubbe, 





Pracrice—Exgocurrix—Wrvow at Date or DEcREE—MARRIAGE DURING 
Proszcution or Accounrs—Form or OrpeR ON FurTHeR CONSIDERATION. 
—In a case of Re Reeks, Reeks v. Pacy, before Chitty, J., on the 10th inst., 
it appeared that the defendant, Sarah Randall, formerly Pacy, the executrix of 
the will of the testator in the cause, had married subsequently to the decree 
directing the usual accounts in chambers. Certain sums appeared in the 
accounts to be due from the defendant, some of which had been received 
before and some after marriage. It was asked, on farther consideration, that 
the husband and wife might both be ordered to pay the amount due, but with 
a direction that the husband was only to be liable to the extent of the sums 
received by the wife since the marriage, and the moneys to which ho became 
entitled by the marriage. Currry, J., made an order upon both husband and 
wife, with ao additional direction that the husband was not to be liable for 
any portion of the sum received by the wife before the marriage, except to the 
extent of the vulue (if any) of the assets acquired by him in right of his wife 
at and after the marriage.—Soticitors, Nye ¢ Greenwood ; J. W. Dawson. 


Witt—Nomination By Testator or Sovicrror To tHe TrusTees— 
Vaviniry—Trust—Discuarce or Soriciror.—In a case of Fuster vy. Elsley, 
before Chitty, J., on the 13th inst.,a motion was made for an injunction to 
restrain the defendants, who were the executors and trustees of a will, from 
employing any person other than the plaintiff as the solicitor to the estate of 
the testator, or in any business relating to the management or carrying out of 
the provisions of the will. The testator had inserted in his will a direction 
that his solicitor, naming the plaintiff, should be the solicitor to bis estate and 
to his trustees in the management and carrying out of the provisions of his 
will. The plaintiff had acted for some time as solicitor to the trustees, but 
dissensions having arisen between him and the trustees, the latter wrote 
to him -asking him to deliver up all documents and send in his bill of costs, 
with a view to employing another solicitor in his place. It was submitted on 
behalf of the plaintiff that the conduct of the defendants was in direct conflict 
with the intention of the testator. Cuxitry, J., said that the direction 
contained in the will did not impose on the trustees any duty of employing the 
plaintiff in the trasts of the will, and the cases of Shaw v. Lawless (5 Cl. & F. 
129), and Finden v. Stephens (2 Phil. 142), were authorities against the propo- 
sition that such a direction constituted a trust in favour of the solicitor, 
The motion must be refused, with costs.—Soicrrors, Swann & Co. ; Johnson § 
Weatheralis. 





Practice—Soticitor’s Brr1—TaxaTion—OpnsevtTions To ORDER OF 
Courss—Motion to Vary—-TiMe WITHIN WHICH BROUGHT— DeLay.—In 
a case of Re Tibbitts, also before Chitty, J., on the 13:h inst., a motion was 
made to vary an order of course for the taxation of a solicitor’s bill, on the 
grouad that the order contained certain matters on its face and in the recitals 
improper to be inserted, and which enlarged unduly the scope of the taxatidn. 
It ap that the order to tax was obtained on the 29th of March, 1881, 
and that, on the same day, by a cross-examination, the facts were discovered 
upon which it was contended the order was erroneous. On the 22nd of April 
the bill was carried in for taxation, and, on the 5th of July, 1881, the points 
in issue as to the validity of the order were discussed before the taxing master. 
On the 8th of August the taxation proceeded, and, on the 22nd of September, 
formal objections to the taxation were carried in and overruled by the taxin 
master. This motion to vary the order of course was not made until the 22n 
of November. A preliminary objection to the motion was made that it was 
too late, and reliance was placed upon the case of Re Springall (14 L, J. Ch. 
12). For the applicant it was submitted that the motion was made as soon as 
pera after the objections had been formally overruled, and that the same was 

time. Curtry, J., said that it was the duty of the applicant to come to the 
court to rectify the error as soon as possible after it had been discovered and 
the matter disoussed before the taxing master. That lie took to be the effect 
of the decision in Re Springal/, though there the motion was made after report. 
He should refuse the motion on the preliminary ground, and with coste.— 
Soxicrrors, J. W. Sykes ; Tiobitts & Son. 





Notsance—Osstarotion on Lanp—Cavusr or Aorion—REvEerstonER— 
Weexty Tzxant.—In a case of Cooper v. Crabtree, before Fry, J., on the 
13th inst., the question arose whether a reversioner could maintain an action 
for the placing of an obstruction on his land, or for a nuisance. The defend- 
ant, whose land immediately adjoined that of the plsintiff, had erected a 
hoarding on — the purpose of preventing the access of light to a window 
in a cottage which stood on the plaintiff’s land. The plaintiff alleged that 
the poles had been improperly placed on his land ; the defendant said that 
they stood on his own land. The plaintiff also alleged that the hoarding 
made a mee and creaking, and that it caused an intolerable nuisance to 
bimself and his tenant, And he claimed an injunction to restrain the trespass, 
acd, in any event, an injunction to restrain the nuisance, and also damages. 
The tenant of the cottage, who was only a weekly tenant, gave evidence of 
the nuisance to himself and his family, but the plaintiff adduced no evidence 


of injury to the reversioner. Fry, J., said that a reversioner could not main- 
taia an action of trespass ; such an action could only be maintained by a 
person who was in actual possession of land. A reversioner might, however, 
maintain an action in the nature of an action on the case in respect of an entry 
on his land, or a nuisance. But, in order to do so, he must show either an 
actual injury to the reversioner, or that the act complained of was of such a 
permanent character that it must necessarily injure the reversioner. Ia the 
present case there was no evidence of actual iojary, and the erection of poles 
and a hoarding was not of such a permanent character as necessarily to 
injore the reversioner. The action was accordingly dismissed, with costs,— 
Soxicitors, Jaques & Layton ; Williamson, Hill, & Co. 





Inrant’s Lecgacy—Payment into CouRnT—PAYMENT OUT TO TESTAMEN- 
TARY GUARDIAN—36 Geo. 3, o. 52, 8. 32.—In a case of In re Cresswell, 
before Fry, J., on the 6th inst., a question arose as to the payment ont of 
court of the share of the residue of an estate to which an infant was entitled, 
and which had been paid into court by the executor under section 32 of the 
Act 36 Geo. 3, c. 52. The mother and te-tamentary guardian of the infant 
petitioned that the fund might be paid out to her. She did not allege that 
she intended to apply the money for the benefit of the infant, or adduce any 
evidence to satisfy the court that the proposed payment out would be forthe 
infant’s benefit, but the petition was based on the decision of the Court of 
Chancery in Ireland in a case.of McCreight v. McCreight (13 Ir. Eq. 314), in 
which it was held that, where an infant was entitled to a vested legacy, pay- 
ment of it during his minority by the executors to the infant’s testamentary 
guardian was valid, the guardian being able to give a valid discharge for it. 
Fry, J., refused the application, on the ground that, by section 32 of the Act 
36 Geo. 3, the money paid into court is to be “paid to the person entitled 
thereto, or otherwise applied for his benefit.” He said that the testamentary 
guardian was not the person entitled to the money, and that, if money was to 
be applied for the benefit of an infant, the court must be satisfied that the 

roposed application would be for his benefit. There was, therefore, no 
jurisdiction to do what was asked. He did not intend to question in any way 
the authority of the Irish decision, bat it did not apply to the present c 
because there the application was made to the court under its gene 
jurisdiction, not under the Legacy Duty Act.—Soxicrror, J. N. Mason. 





Marriep Woman—SeparaTe EstaTE—SATISFACTION OF ENGAGEMENTS— 
Limitep Power oF APPOINTMENT.—In a case of Skinner v. Todd, before 
Fry, J., on the 7th inst., a question arose as to the power of the court to 
direct the satisfaction of an engagement of a married woman out of 
property over which she bad a very special power of appointment. By a 
post-nuptial settlement certain freehold and leasehold property was vested 
in trustees upon trust, during the joint lives of the husband and wife, to pay 
the income to him, and after the death of such one of them as should firat 
die, upon trust to pay the income to the survivor for his or her life, sach 
payment being made to the wife, in the event of her surviving and marrying 
again, to her separate use, without power of anticipation. The settlement 
contained a proviso that, during the continuance of the life estates, the 
trustees shoald, at the direction of the tenant for life, *‘ direot repairs, 
alterations, and improvements " of the property comprised in the settlement, 
and that all expenses which should be properly incurred by the trustees in 
carrying out the trusts or powers of the deed should constitute a charge on 
the trast premises in their favour. The wife survived the husband and 
married again, After her second marriage she ordered a builder to perform 
some repairs to some houses which formed part of the settled property, and 
he executed the work accordingly. The trustees were not informed of it 
till afterwarde. The builder, not having been able to obtain payment of his 
bill, brought the preseut action against the husband and wife and the trustees, 
claiming judgment against the trustees and against the wife for the amount 
of his bill, and that the judgment might be declared to be a charge on the 
wife’s interest in the settled property, and that the charge might: be 
enforced by sale or otherwise. Fry, J., held that the effect of the proviso in the 
deed was that the trustees were bound to do all such repairs to the property 
as the tenant for life might direct, subject to this, that the cost did not 
exceed the value of the property, so that they might be able to recoup 
themselves the cost. And his lordship held that the plaintiff was entitled 
to have the benefit of the wife’s power to direct the trustees to direct repairs 
to be executed. He came to this conclusion, first, on the general principle 
on which the court had dealt with the separate property of a married woman, 
modifying its decisions so as to compel her to do that which was honest; 
and, secondly, on the authority of the cases, which bad established that, 
where a married woman had a general power of appointment over property, 
she would, for the purpose of satisfying her general engagements, be treated 
as theowner of the property. Inthe present case the power was not a 
general power but a particular one, but the same principle was applicable. 
Effect ought to be given to the particular direction or engagement out 
of the particular power, just as the court had given effeot to a 
general engagement out of a general power of appointment. 
There had been in substance an exercise of the power by the married 
woman, It was a matter of form, not of substance, whether she firat 
directed the trustees to have the repairs done, or directed a builder to do 
them and the direction was afterwards communicated to the trustees, His 
lordship accordingly ordered the trustees to raise the amount of the 
builder’s bill by means of a charge on the property, and, when they had 
raised the amount, tc pay it over to him.—Soxicirors, 8, B, Bennett ; Makin- 
son § Carpenter ; G. 8S. ¢ H. Brandon. 





Partition Action—Orpe ror Sate—Proceeps or SALE—CoNnvVERSION 
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Leases anv Saves or Serriep Estates Act, 1856, ss. 23—25.—In a case 
of Mordaunt v, Benwell, before Fry, J., on the 10ih inst., the question arose 
whether some money, which had been paid into court as the proceeds of sale 
of property directed to be sold in a partition action, was to be treated as real 
or personal estate, Section 8 of the Partition Act, 1868, provides that sections 
23 to 25 (both inclusive) of the Leases and Sales of Settled Estates Act, 1856, 
“shall extend and apply to money to be received on any sale effected under the 
authority of this Act.” And section 23 of the Leases and Sales Act provides 
that all money t» be received on any sale under the authority of the Act 
shall be applied (inter alia) in “the purchase of other hereditaments to be 
settled in the same manner as the hereditaments in respect of which the money 
was paid, or the payment to any person becoming absolutely entitled.” And 
by section 24, the application of the money is to be made upon an order of the 
court upon the petition of the person who would be entitled to the possession 
or the receipt of the rents and profits of the land if the money had been 
invested in the purchase of land. Three of the persons entitled to shares of 
the property sold were infants. They all died before their shares in the pro- 
ceeds of sale had been dealt witb, leaving their father their heir-at-law. He 
then died intestate, and the question was whether their shares should be paid 
out of court to his heir-at-law or to his administrator. Fry, J., held that the 
shares formed part of the father’s personal estate, and must be paid ont to his 
administrator. His lordship said tbat, according to the ordinary rule, if a 
testator directed the conversion of his real estate into money for a purpdte 
which did not exhaust the whole, dnd the heir therefore became entitled to 
the surplus, though he took it in the character of heir, he took it as personal 
estate, and it belonged to his oo estate. So here, the shares of the 
infants were ia the condition of money when the father took them, and could 
not have been re-invested in land without his consent. He could have re- 
ceived them out as money. They were in fact money, and, as between his 
real and his personal representatives, they must ba treated as money, there 
being no controlling direction that they should go as Iand.—Soxicrrors, G. H. 
Cole ¢ Son; J. 8. Solomon ; Whyte, Collisson, & Prichard; G. Aldham, 





PartrrioN—Money PAID FOR Equatiry oF ParTitIion—ALLOWANCE FOR 
EXPENDITURE IN PERMANENT ImPROVEMENTS.—In a case of Watson v. Gass, 
before Fry, J., on the 10th inst., a question arose whether, in determin- 
ing the amount to be paid by one of two sets of owners of property, which 
was to be partitioned between them in shares of unequal values, for equality of 
partition, a deduction ought to be made in respect of sams which had been 
expended by them in permanent improvements of the shares which they were 
respectively to take. The action was brought to obtain a partition on the foot- 
ing of an agreement which had been entered into between the parties some 

ears previously, and under which the property had been since, in fact, enjoyed 
in severalty, as therein provided, but no legal conveyances had ever been 
executed, because some of the persons interested were under disability. The 
evidence showed that the one property was worth £1,960, and the other was 
worth £1,070, the difference in valae being £890, so that on that footing the 
sum to be paid for equality of partition would bave been half £890—that is, 
£495. But the evidence showed that, since the date of the agree- 
ment, the persons who had been in the severa: enjoyment of the property of 
the larger value had expended £425 in permanent improvements upon it, 
and that the persons who had been in the several enjoyment of the other prop- 
erty had expended £50 in permanently improving it—that in each case the 
expenditure had resulted in a corresponding increase in the value of the prop- 
erty. And it was contended that, in estimating the sum to be paid for 
equality of partition by the persons who were to take the property of larger 
value, the sums thus expended in permanent improvement musts be first 
deducted from the values of the two properties respectively. Fry, J., at first 
felt some difficulty in acceding to this view, but ultimately he did so, on the 
authority of Parker v. Trigg (Weekly Notes, 1874, p. 27).—Sonicrrors, 
Helder, Roberts, $ Gillett, 





CASES BEFORE THE BANKRUPTCY REGISTRARS. 
(Before Mr. RecistRan Murray, acting as Chief Judge.) 
Nec. 6.—Ezx parte Hall, Re Crozier. 

H. & Co. sold goods to C., u retail trader, and before they were paid for C. filed 

a ary er “- 
eld, that H. & Co. were entitled to prove under C.’s liquidation for the full 
amount of his debt without deducting trade discount, 

This was an appeal by Messrs. Hall & Wainwright from the partial rejec- 
bt. 2 am trustee of a proof of debt made against the estate of the debtor in 
iquidation. 

The appellants were hosiery manufacturers, ani they sought to prove 
under the liquidation for the sum of £184 4s., in respect of goods sold 
to the debtor in the usual course of business. The debtor, up to the 
date of the liquidation petition in August, 1881, carried cn business as a 
shaw), mantle, and mantle cloth merchant and warehouseman. The trustee re- 
jected the proof to the extent of £14 7s. 6d., on the ground that trade discount 
to that amount at the rate of 74 per cent. on the account of the appellants had 
not been allowed, 

The appellants alleged that it was the custom of the hosiery trade to make 
up accounts to the 20th of the month, and for the purchaser to make payment 
on one of the early days of the second following montb, thus allowing @ pur- 
chaser a credit of about six weeks, and upon payment, but only upon payment, 
the discount was allowed. The usual discount was 10 per cent., but, in some 
special departments of the trade and under s 1 circumstances, such discount 
varied, but there was no custom in the hosiery trade which recognized a trade 
discount in contradistinction to a cash discount, The only discount allowed 
in the trade was upon the goods being paid for, and, if the goods were not paid 
for, the account was always “ net.” 





The proof was made by the appellants for the amount due, less 
the rate of 2} per cent. 

The trustee alleged that it was the usual custom of the trade to 
discount of 7} per cent. off the invoice prices of the goods, and such discount 
had reference only to the price of the articles sold, and not to any period or 
time for payment. A further discount of 24 per cent. was allowed 
payment within two months, These discounts were 
allowances, the one being for the price of the goods, and the other a 
house oooh : 

E. GC. Wiilis, for t cf 2 maemo appellants a 
their whole debt, and, if the amount be paid, the debtor can 
per cent. additional discount, but not otherwise. In Re Cumberland, Ex parte 
Worthington (L. R. 3 Ch. D. 803), where wholesale traders supplied goods to 
a retail dealer on the terms that he was to be allowed a discount of 20 per 
cent, from the invoice prices on payment in cash within a 
Bacon, C.J., held that cash a not having been made, proof must be 
admitted in the bankruptcy of the retail dealer fur the full amount of the in- 
voice price of the goods. wake 

Birch, for the trustee, —The proof can only be admitted for the invoice prices 
of the goods, less the discount; Az parte Pigow (3 Madd. 136), 

Mr. Recisrrar Morray held that the evidence ia support of the appeal 
was clear and distinc: that the discount of 10 per cent, was allowed only upon 
=, He, therefore, admitted the proof for the full amount, and allowed 

e appeal. 

Solicitor for the appellant, Thomas’ Wright. 

Solicitors for the trustee, 7. & H. R. Gill. 





SOLICITORS’ CASES. 
Court or APPEAL, WESTMINSTER. 
(Before Jusset, M.R., and Brerr and Corton, L.JJ.) 
Deo. 8.—Jn re George Johnson, Solicitor.* 

This was an appeal by Mr, Johnson from an order of the Queen's Bench 
Division. 

The matter was originally an application, on the part of Mise Edwards, 
for a rule calling upon Mr, Johnson, a solicitor of the court, to show cause 
why he should not answer the matters of certain affidavits which alleged 
that he had improperly withheld from her a sun of £33 5s., which had.bDees 
recovered in an action brought by her against a Mr. Whitwell, and 
he should not pay the costs of the application. The matter was ref 
to a master, who reported as follows :—“ Oa the 3rd of November, 1879, Mr. 
Johnson was instructed by Mr. Raynes, 4 solicitor, to commence an 
as the London agent, at the suit of a Mies Edwards against Mr. Whitwell. 
In that action jadgment was reeovered for the plaintiff ander ord. 14, r. 1. 
Mr. Raynes instructed Mr. Johnson to issue execution for the amount of the 
debt, £33 5s., and costs £9 16s. 64., and a writ of ff. fa. was accordingly 
issued directed to the sheriff of Essex. On or about the 18th of March, 
1880, Mr. Johnson received from the sheriff of Essex £43 1s. 6d., the amount 
of debt and costs. Mr. Jobnson had no authority or instructions from 
Miss Edwards or Mr. Raynes to receive this movey, bat he received it as 
Mr. Raynes’ London agent. At the time of receiving this i oe 
was indebted to Mr. Johnson for costs inourred as his agent 
(including the sum of £8 103. 943, the amount of Mr. Johneon’s agency 
obarges in the action Edwards v, Whitwel') ina sam equal to or exceeding 
the amount of £43 ls. 61, so received, and Mr. Johnson claimed to retain 
that amount in part payment of his costs against Mr, Raynes.” 

On the 17th of November, 1880, on reading the above 
hearing counsel, the court ordered the matter to be 
master to farther report as to the general practica bat 
their London agents, and also as on the writ of 
matte ra. : 

On the 9th of December, 1880, the master reported 
the general practice between country solicitors and 
that, when the writ of execution is issued by the to 
receives the proceeds of such execution on behalf of 
the town agent is not entitled to retain any debt 
recovered ; that he has a lien upon, and is en 
recovered for any costs that may be owing to hi 
his general agency account; that the London agent 
lien as, and no greater lien than, the country solicitor, 
country solicitor could not retain the debt recovered as 
client, so neither can the London agent retain it. 
indorsed, so far as is material, as follows :—‘ This writ 
Johnson, of, &c., in the city of London, as agent 
&c., solicitor for the plaintif.’ I further find that there was not 
hoson and Mr, Raynes, as this was 
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as to accounts between Mr, Jo 
time Mr. Johnson ever received any money for, or on behalf of, Mr. 
After the reading of the master’s report, 
Dodd moved, on behalf of Miss Edwards, for an order 
son to pay over to her the sum of £33 5s., with costs. 
Tue Covrr (Field and Manisty, JJ.) came to the conclusion that the court 
had jurisdiction in the matter, and ought to interfere summarily to 
Mr. Johnson, as an officer of the court, to po over money to 
Edwards. Therule was made absolate (see 30 W. R. 14). 
Mr. Johnson appealed. 
Tatlock, es for a 
The other side were not upon, 
Jesset, M.R.—This is an attempt to appeal from « discretionary order as 
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bd Reported by W. Blew, Eeq,, Barrister-at- Law. 
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to co-ts. As regards the appeal itself, I must say I have the strongest opinion 
that the appeal should never have been brought ; there is rio justification for 
the appeal. The case is simple in the extreme. Money is reéovered in an 
action, and the town agent receives the debt and costs ; he receives the debt 
due to Miss Edwards, who owes nothing whatever to the country solicitor, 
snd Miss Edwards is entitled to receive the debt paid, by operation of law, to 
the town agent. But the town agent, having received the money, says that 
he will not pay it, but will keep it in his own hands, because the country 
solicitor owes him money in respect of some other account, Two questions 
arise in this case, First, Is the the town agent entitled to keep this money? 
and, secondly, If not, can an application be made under the summary juris- 
diction? I think it clear that the town agent caniiot fetain this money, 
and it is eqvally clear that this application may be made against him, in 
the exercise by the court of its summary jurisdiction. In the first place, the 
town agent receives Miss Edwards’ money by virtue of his position as a 
solicitor on the record, and for the reception of it he requires n0 other 
authority. When he receives it, he should pay it over to the country solicitor, 
who should pay it to his client ; he has no greater right to money he receives 
as town agent than the country solicitor has. He cannot keep the money 
belonging to Miss Edwards for a debt due to him from the country solicitor, unless 
the country solicitor has a lien upon it to as great an amount as he has. As 
between the town agerit and the country solicitor he has no claim, and must 
pay the money to the country solicitor or the client. Had there been no deci- 
sion, I should have thought it a clear caee, but I happen to know a good deal 
of the chamber practice in equity, and I find from the decision in Hanley v. 
Cassan (11 Jur, 1188), and also from the report of the master as to the practice 
of London solicitors, that it is the practice of the profession, [The learned 
judge read the master’s report as given above.] As regards the summary 
jurisdiction of the court, I said, during the argument, I never beard the 
roposition that you must have fraud as a ground of an application. 
The very point was decided in another case; that was an application 
by the client against a town agent for the court to exercise its sum- 
mary jurisdiction without any fraud beidg imputed. If authority were 
wanting, there was another case as to the court’s authority over solicitors. 
When a solicitor is complained of, it must be in a case in which the solicitor is 
acting gua solicitor, and it must be with regard to professional conduct. Ifthe 
court finds one of its officers retaining money belonging to a client, though not 
with a fraudulent mind, the court will say that the money must be paid 
over. It is as much forthe benefit of the solicitor as for the public, and ob- 
taining a rule ie quicker then proceeding by way of an action. It having 
been decided that the court’s jurisdiction is general, it seems to me that there 
is no groend for this appeal, which must be dismissed, with costs, 
Brerr, L.J.—I am of the same opinion, and thiok that the fa gp should 
never have been brought. The solicitor against whom this appeal is made was 
ent for a country solicitor and was instructed to bring an action; it may be, 
% by especial directions, that he had conducted an execution against the de- 
fendant and obtained peyment of thedebt and costs. Nowanapplication was made 
against him by notice calling upon him to answer certain matters contained in 
an affidavit. fee that he does not say in answer that there was any lien 
upon the money, but he assumes to hold it against another account he has 
against the country solicitor. The question is whether the court can order him 
to pay the sum to Miss Edwards. It was argued that the court could not 80 
order, because there was no privity of contract between the client and the 
London agent, It does not follow that the court could not exercise summary 
jurisdiction against the solicitor. That the court has always exercised sum- 
mary jurisdiction cannot be denied; the rule was laid down so long ago as by 
Lord Tenterden, then I think Chief Justice, that ‘‘the court exercises 
summary jurisdiction over solicitors, and that it ought to be exercised 
ccording to law and conscience, and not by any technical rules.” 
It was said that this court would not exercise its jurisdiction unless there 
ére fraud on the part of the solicitor. Here there was no fraud, and no 
mputation of fraud, and nothing can be fraud in the proper sense unless 
there is a fraudulent mind, but the court will exercise its jurisdiction where 
there is no fraud. A case has been cited from 2 Scott’s Rep., but the meaning 
of that judgment is that, where the jurisdiction of the court is asked on the 
ground of alleged fraud on the part of the solicitor, the court will not act 
unless the fraud be clearly made out. Insuch a case as this the solicitor 
should pay. He was told to bring an action, and he knows that he is recover- 
ing money for Miss Edwards, and, that being 80, be could not retain the 
money. There is authority against the appellant in this case. Principle and 
Authority aré both against him, and so isthe practice of the court, and the 
appeal mast fail. 
nw, L.J.—There are two questions in this case. First, whether Mr. 
Johnson was right in retaining the money to satisfy a debt due to psig by 
Raynes ; secondly, can that sum be recovered by summary jurisdiction 
am egainst the appellanton both points, The appellant says that he may pay 
himéelf « debt due to him from the country solicitor, The practice 
is againsthim. Then, as to the question should we interfere, I think we 
should. There is no imputation of fraud against Mr. Johnson, but he only 
makes aclaim that could not be substantiated. He obtained this money by 
issuing & writ in the action in hié own name, according to the directions{of the 
solicitor whose agent he was, and, that being so, he applies the money to him- 
self. It is the duty of the court to interfere, The country solicitor had no 
right to retain the monéy from his client, and therefore the London agent 
could have no possible right to do so, 
Appeal dismissed, with costs, 
Solicitors, Johnson ; J. W. Sikes. 


Hies Covrr or Jusrice.—Quzen’s Bencn Division. 
(Sittings ts Banc before Denman, J., Huppiesron, B., and Hawxrs, J.) 
Dec. 18.—In re A Solicitor. 
W. Murray, on behalf of the Incorporated Law Society, moved for a 








rule calling on a solicitor to answer certain matters in affidavité; of it fs 


default to show cause why he should not be struck off the rolls. The géttle. 
man, he said, had been appointed solicitor to a debt-collecting society in 1879, 
and in May, 1881, the tiauager said he discovered that 
bad been falsified and all the moneys received for thé 
for. The solicitor was asked to send in hie account; aud in the one first 
rendered he admitted a balance against him of £337 19+. 5d., which he said 
he bad expended for his own purposes, and Which he said he pnd on Be 
instalments, Subsequently he sent in another adeount, in which he 
a still larger deficit—vig., £389 199. 8d. 

a J.—Do you suggest that he is tow keeping back any farther 
moneys 

Murray.—Yes, my Lord ; the manager sweats hé thinks he has the costs of 
other actions, especially one sum of £22 4%., recovered in ad attion, bat he 
says he does not know whether he can prove if. 

Denman, J.—You oan take a rale.— Times. 
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INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
HONOURS EXAMINATION, 
Novemser, 1881. 
At the examination for honours of catididates for admission on thé foll of 


solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Ezainination Committee reconitiiended the 
following géntlemén as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 
Fins Cras. 
[In order of merit. } 

,Thillp Scott Minor, who served his clerkship te Mr. W. Ri Minor, of Man- 
chester. , ; 

Alexander Trotter, who served his clerkship to Mr. H, K, Hebb, of Lincola; 
and with Messrs. Gregory, Roweliffes, & Co., of London, ; 

Duncan Clerk Winter, who served his clerkship to Mr. Reginald Bury, of 
Barnsley ; and Mr. Henry Turnbull, of Scarborough nme 

Charles James Fox, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles Edward Jack- 
Fg pe ts, Bishopsgate-street Without; and Messrs. Pattison, Wigg, & Gurney, 
0 ondon. 

Cecil Crosskey, who served his clerkship with Mr, OC, G. Beale, of the firm 
of Messrs, Beale, Marigcld, Beale, & Groves, of London and Birmingham, . 

David Churton Taylor, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. J. C, 
Barnard, of London. ; , 

Charles Edward Nankivell, who served his clerkship with Mesars, kes. & 
Pope, of Crediton ; and Mr. Daniel H. Shilson, of the firm of Messrs. Coode, 
Shilson, & Co,, of St. Austell. 

: bie Alban Barraud, who served his clerkship with Mr. C. A. A. Penley, 

of London. 

John Kelly Whité, who served his clerkship with Mr. G. G, White, of Laun- 
ceston ; and Mr. G, H. Carthew, of London, ; pee 

Adolphus Havergal Dickinson, who served his clerkship with Mr. T, G. 
Gibson, Newcastle-on-Tyne ; and Messrs, Stibbard, Gibson, & Co., of London, 








Pw, Mark McDonnell, who served his clerkship with Mr, J. B, Batten, of 
ndon. 5 ia F 
Frederick Ferguson, who served his cletkship with Mr, M, Fielding; of Bolton. 
Seconp Crass. 
[In alphabetical order.] ii, 


James Braidwood Birkbeck, who_served his clerkship with Mr, F. T. 
Maddock, of Liverpool; and Messrs. Byrne & Lucas, of London. 

Richard Bowes, who served his clerkship with Mr. G. N. Watéon; of Dar- 
lington ; and Messrs. Iliffe, Russell, & Co,, of London. — 
. Edwin Gardner, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Fortescue, of Ban- 


ury. 

Tasker Pierson Hart, who served his clerkship with Mr. W. Watts, of Scar- 

borough ; and Messrs, Lliffe, Russell, & Co., of London. 
Herbert Francis Lowe, who served his clerkship with Mt. J, T. Moss, of 

Hull; and Mr, A. R. Oldman, of London, 

- : ames William Mather, who served hid clerkship with Mr. W. Dowling, of 
olton. 

Joha Arthur Nicholson, who served his clerkship with Mr. H; Wood, of 


ork. 
Samuel Relpb, wlio served bis clerksbfp with Mr. J. R. Dotidl, dnd Me. J. 
Ostell, of iy ' , 

John Edward Wase Ridet, who served his clerkship with Mr. H. Wade, of 


Shrewsbury; and Messrs. Brownlow & Howe, of London. : 
Jobn Rassell Thoth¥on Robertson, B.A., who served his clerkstifp With Mé, 
Carr Wigg, of London. 


Thomas Henry Scholfield, who served his clerkship with Mr. J. #. Doyle, of 


Matichester ; and Mr, T. St. John Sewell, of Loudon, 
oe Holker Suteliffe, who served his ip with Mr. F. G, Hindle, of 
er Darwen. 
J Stadholaie Tiffen, who sé#¥ed his clérkship with Mr. 0, B. Hodgeon, 
of Carlisle ; and Mestrs, Ullithorae, Ourrey, & Villiers, 0 
William de Vins Wadé, who his clerkship with Mr. W. W. Knoskel, 
of Sevenotké; aid Mr. Evan Hare, of London. ats 
James Welldge, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. 0. J. Fit. 
lay, Of Adhford ; and Messts. Dunciti, Warren, & Gardnet, of Londo 
aaa Whittingham, who served his clerkship Me. ‘ ghath, 
ton, 
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Dec. ts 1881. 


Turrp Ciass, 
[In alphabetical order. ] 
Hod gad who éerved his clerkship with Messrs, Emmerson & Cottew, of 
wi 


Samuel Bartlett, who served his clerkship with Mr. C, 0. Ellis, and Mr. J. 
H. Mundy, both of London. 
Storgeon Nunn Pretyman Brewster, who served his clerkship with Mr. A, 
Cunnington, of Braintree; and Mr. E, Bromley, of London. 
William Eli Charnley, who setved his clerkship with Mr. R. Finch, of Pres- 
ton ; and Mr. F, Brooke, of London. 
George David, who served his clerkship with Mr. C. M. Bailhache, of New- 
port, Monmouth. 
Jobn Richards Davis, who served his clerkship with Mr. T. Ponsford, of 
Bardon, near Taunton. 
Bertram Greatrex, who served his clerkship with Mr. F. Oerton and Mr. E. 
Westwood, both of Birmingham. 
Py pss Sheldon Hepworth, who served his clerkship with Mr, E, W. Parkes, 
on. 
William John Hodges, who served his clerkship with Mr. F. A, Langham, 
of Hastings ; and Mr, 8. F’. Langham, of London, 
Arthar Symond Jones, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Gold & Co., 
of Denbigh ; and Messrs. Frankish & Buchanan, of London. 
George Malpas, who served his clerkship with Mr. A. Addison, of Ports- 
mouth ; and Messrs. Gregory, Rowoliffes, & Co., of London. 
Percy Edward Marshall, who served his clerkship with Mr. J. J. Faulkner, 
of Northampton. 
yee Armytage Robinson, who served his clerkship with Mr. R. Asoroft, 
) am. 
William Turner Rylance, who served his clerkship with Mr. W. E. Barker 
and Mr. W. Rylance, both of Manchester 
Bie ng Richard Steele, who served his clerkship with Mr. F. Miller, of 
ndon. 
Arthur Mallett Styring, who served his clerkship with Mr. G. Smith, of 
Salisbury ; and Messrs. Purkis & Perry, of London, 
biageew 'ylor Trotter, who served his clerkship with Mr. W.'T. Page, 
jun., and Mr. R, ©. Oarline, both of Lincoln ; and Messrs. Clarke, Wood 
cock, & Ryland, of London. 
Alfred Edwia Whittingham, who served his clerkship with Mr. E. D. 
Broughton, of Nantwich. 
William Wright, who served his clerkship with Mr, J. Walker, of Leeds. 
The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given class 
certificates and awarded the following prizes of books: — 
To Mr, Minor, the prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn, value 
ten guineas. Daniel Reardon Prize, value £24 7s. 64. 
To Mr. Alexander Trotter, the prize of the Honourable Society of Clifford’s- 
inn, value five guineas. 
To Mr. Winter, the prize of the Honourable Society of New-inn, value five 


ini 
To ps Mr. Crosskey, My. Taylor, Mr. Nankivell, Mr. Barraud, Mr. 
White, Mr. Dickinson, Mr. McDonnell, and Mr. Ferguson, prizes of the 
Incorporated Law Society, value five guineas each. ; 

The council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes, 

The number of candidates who attended the examination was 95. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


Tuesday, December 6.—Mr. W. A. Bilney in the chair.—Mr. H. A. 
Heard was elected a member. A report of the society’s representative members 
at the meetings of the Social Science Association was laid before the meeting 
and adopted. After some business had been disposed of a debate took place 
on the question, “ Is it desirable to substitute an affirmation for the oath in 
judicial proceedings?” The discussion was opened by Mr. Bartlett in the 
affirmative, and he was followed on the sdme side by Messrs, Hutton, Rhys, 
Napier, aud. Richardeon. The negative view was supported by Messrs. 
Randolph, QO, E. Barry, Stevenson; and Pope. Mr. Bartlett having replied, 
the question was put to the meeting and decided in the affirmative by a 
majority of two votes. The number present at the meeting was 29. 

Tuesday, December 13,—Mr. Bartlett in the chair.—Messrs, J. Ballantyne 
and Henry Woolcott were elected members. A debate took place upon the 
question whether, ia the case of asale of manufactured articles by a maker 
of such articles, there was an implied condition that they should be of the 
vendor's own manufacture. ‘The point was argued in the case of Johnson v, 
Raylton (L. R. 7 Q. B. D. 438) before the Court of Appeal, when the learned 
jndges differed in their judgments. [See 26 Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, 19.] Mr. J. 
W. Ellis opened the debate in the tive, and after a discussion the ques- 
to the meeting, was decided in the negative by the casting 
ans There were twenty-seven members present. The next 
meeting of the society will be held on January 10, 1882, and noé off the 20th 
inst, as announced. 


ce 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


At a thééting held at Clément’s-inn Hall on Wednesday, November 30 
Mr. Dowsot in the cbair, Mr, Hamilton moved—‘« That sotions oa breach 


of promise of ma é to be abolished.” He was 
chard, Jenks, Gh Guitsey, abd Robthech, dull oayys 
Levey. Mesérs, wr ad Cooybeare having 8 









view, Mr. Hamilton p bap chairman me . the 

thotion sa hake put to the meeting dasttved 1 weet of four. 

Members - t, 16; visitor, 1. , 8) doy -Keanpater was elected a 
society. 


member 
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On the 5th of December the society met at the Law Institution for the 
purpose of discussing the question, “Is there, on 


manufacturer of :uch goods, who is not otherwise a dealer in them, and in the 
absence of usage, an implied contract that the goods shall be of the mana- 
facturer’s own make?” (Johnston v. Raylton, L. R. 7 Q B.D. fe 


4 
yt discussion vee pered by Mr, a base Y a took a tive view 
of the question, and was sup] r é 
Richardson - Davies. r. Shirley replied, ‘oe 5 the er blag 
summed u uestion was put to meeting, the result an 
division of when. The chairman then gave bis Sting vane Breer fhe 
opener’s contention, 

At a general meeting of the society held at 
of December, Mr. Maclarén in the chair, a 
upon the subject of ‘‘ The general and sp fines imposed by the { 
the society.” Mr. Spence’s Bill to amend the criminal law was taken in com- 
mittee, and after at animated debate sections 1, 2, 3, and 5 were to, 
atid section 4 passed fn an amended form. Mess, Spanos, ; 1 
son, Parsons, Tillotson, Conybeare, Hobbs, and Kaiod-Ja i 
the various sections ; and the further consideration of the Bilt was 
adjourned. Mettibers 


present, 17, Visitors, 2. 
The annual dinner of the society will take place in January. 


) 





MANCHESTER LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 

The third meeting of the session of thie society was held at the = 
Library, Cross-street Chambers, on Taesday evening, the 29h eit, 
the chair was oodupied by O. J. bges Feo 
qaestion for discussion wae— Should a trader be allowed to 
stock-in. trade by & bill of sale?” The affirmative was supported by A 
Law, Oowatd, Oleworth; Innes, Howarth, headway: oe the hon 
(Mr. Price), and the negative by Messrs. , Walley, aad peat 
and after the samming up of the chaitman the question was in the 
affirthative by 4 majority of oné vote. A vote of thatike to the chairman 
closed the procéedings. 


i 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


Thé 697th ordinary theéting of the Birmingham Law Society was 
beld in the Law Library, Bennett’s-bill, Birmingham, on ay, the 6th 
of December. ‘The chair was taken by E, Smith, E-q., town clerk 
of Birmingham. The following was the subjest for debate —=** 
of the protable legislation in favour of county boards being established for 
réguldting the taxation and local governiment of rural Eagland, it is ¢ 
that the union or tural sanitary district should be adopted as the pri afea 
for all purposes.” Mr. Strertiy spenet the discussion on the affirmative side, 
and was followed by Messrs. Coley and W. 8. Rogets. Messrs. Cochrane 
aud G. Hoagie on the neg side of the question, arguing that the 
parish would be 4 potter arimarr area than the union. The 
on either side having replied, the chairman closed the 
address, rematkable for its comprehensive treatment of the subject, U 
putting the question to the meeting the voting was: for th iiroatie 
for the negative, 8: A vote of i to the ¢ in edne meeting. 


H 
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LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Henry Haxpinor Samven Conynoxams, barrister, bas been ye 

a Commissioner to inquire into the Condition of the Office of the Adminis- 

trator-General for the Colony of British Guiana. Mr. Cun is a 

raduate of St. John’s College, Cambridge, and he was called to the bar at the 
noer Temple in November, 1875. 


Mr. Raxvores Cuartes Want, solicitor, of 34; Clement’s-lane, B.0., had 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths, &c:; in the Supreme Courts of 
Victoria, Queensland, Soath Australia, Western Australia, and Tasmania. 


Mr. Samuzy Baront WittaMs, solicitor, of Redditch, has appointed 
a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of J e 


Mr, Tuomas Garrotp Stratrarp, solicitor, of Worcester and Tewkesbary; 
has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court 
of Judicature. i eo a ae 

Mr. Jonn Apyg Curran, of the Irish as bee: ted a Police 
Magistrate Pal the City of. Dabdlin, io succession to tie tee Mee William 
Exham, QC, 

Mr. Quuvtus Cudntes Cotmors, solicitor, of Birminghs 
elected to the tes for that borough, in auc 
Henry Gem, deceased. Mr. Colmore was admitted a 






Mr. Epwarp Hargy Apcock, solicitor, of Pal 
street, E.0.; and Croydon-road, Penge, » has a Com- 
missioner fot the States of New York, 
Illinois, Connecticut, Rhode Island, and Providence Plan’ N 


Carolina, Tennessee, and Californ 
Proofs and Evidence and : 
also for certifying as to Patents and 
in Hilary Term, 1865. 

neste 


DISSOLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP. 
Rosert Toomas Lerson and Junxrx Jonni, solicitots. SwWaiedd (Léysott 
& Jones), Nov. 26. [ Gasette, Deo, 18.] 
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COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jornt Stock CompPANIEs. 
Limirep ry CHANCERY. ipa 

Favensuam Barcerrerps Company, Lucten.—Petition for winding up, presented Dec 
7, directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on Dec 17. Longcroft and rs, Clement’s 

» inn, solicitors for the petitioner 5 Ra 

Harop Brewery Companxy, Liuirep.—Petition for winding up, presented Dec 6, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on Dec 17. White, Poultry, agent for Leyson 
Swansea, solicitor for the petitioner : ae 

Hawxstor Curva Cray Company, Liwitep.—Petition for winding up, presented Dec 
7, directed to be heard before Chitty, J, at Roll’s yard, Chancery on Deo 17. 
Tibbitts and Son, Field ct, Gray’s inn, solicitors for the petitioners 

Parent Avromatic Kyitrine Macuine Company, Liwitep.—Creditors are required, 
on or before Jan 4, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts and claims, to Sidney Hersee, Palmerston bldgs, Old Broad st. Wednesday, 
Jan 18, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Smica Company, Liwitep.—Petition for winding up, presented Dec 5, directed to be 
heard before Chitty, J, on Dec 17. Beall and Co, Queen Victoria st, solicitors for the 

itioners 

aloes Marrs Patacze Company, Liuirep.—By an order made by Fry, J, dated 
Dec 2, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. 
Hollingsworth and Co, East India avenue, solicitors for the petitioners 


(Gazette, Dec. 9. 
Coarvritz Bercx anp Terra Corra Company, Liurrep.—By an order made by Chitty, 
J, dated Dec 3, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be 
continued. Wright, Fenchurch bidgs, solicitor for the petitioner 
Cumpertanp Steam Cuctrvation Company, Limirep.—By an order made by Chitty, J, 
dated Dec 3, it was ordered that the said company be wound up. Speechly and Co, 
New inn, solicitors for the petitioners ¥ 
Lowpon snp Provurcia Suprty Association, Limrrep.—By an order made by Chitty, 
J, dated Dec 3, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the association be 
continued. Piesse and Son, Old Jewry chambers, solicitors for the petitioners __ 
Nivenzerry Sours Inpun Gotp Minine Synpicate, Liuitep.—Petition for winding 
up, presented Dec 10, directed to be heard before Hall, V.C., on Jan 13 Eostwood, 
Great St Helens, solicitor for the petitioners 
Os.tiuwyy aNp Dotais Cottrery Company, Liwitzp.—Hall, V.C., has by an order, 
dated Aug 9, appointed William Waddell, Queen Victoria st, to be official liquidator 
Texas Freenonp Farm anp Emigration Union, Limitep.—By an order made by 
Hall, V.C., dated Dec 2, it was ordered that the union be wound up. Labrow, Fins- 
bury pavement, solicitor for the petitioner 
(Gazette, Dec. 13.] 


Unsimirep in CHANCERY. 

Company or Proprietors OF THE HorncasTLE Navication.—Petition for winding up, 
presented Dec 5, directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on Dec 17, Tempany, Bedford 
row, solicitor for the petitioners 

Synpicate oy THE MininG Property Pracer Avrirero GeneRat ALVAREZ.—By an 
order made by Fry, J, dated Dec 2, it was ordered that the syndicate be wound up. 
Edwards and Son, Cloak lane, solicitors for the petitioner 

[ Gazette, Dec. 9.] 


Hout Recnasrre Savings Funp anp Equitantz Loan Socrety.—Chitty, J., has fixed 
Dec 22, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official a. 
[ Gazette, Dec. 13.] 
FRIENDLY SocreTies DissoLveED. 
Brooxs Lopes, G.U.0.0.F., Black Bull Inn, Bentham, York. Nov 7 
(Gazette, Dec. 9. 
Coventry anp WarwicxsHire Sick any Fungrat Socrery, Meriden Tavern, New 
bldgr, Coventry, Warwick. Dec 9 
Promorsns or Sopeizty anp Economy Frrenpiy Socrzty, Market Hall, Brynmawr, 
Brecon. Dec 9 
Rozgrt Burns Sociery, Stag Inn, Kinver, Stafford. Dec 8 
(Gazette, Dec. 13.]} 








OBITUARY. 


MR. RALPH DICKINSON GOUGH, 

Mr. Ralph Dickinson Gongh, solicitor, formerly of Wolverhampton, died 
at his residence at Willenball on the 9th inst. Mr. Gough was born in 
1822, He was edmitted a solicitor about the year 1845, and practised for 
over fifteen years at Wolverhampton. In 1863, shortly after his retirement 
from practice, he was placed on the commission of the peace for Stafford- 
shire ; and he was very active in his magisterial duties, his legal training 
and knowledge proving extremely valuable. Mr. Gongh was also a 
magistrate for Montgomeryshire. He was for many years chairman of the 
Willenhall Local Board and of the Willenhall Board of Guardians, and both 
those bodies have passed resolutions expressive of condolence with his 
family. 





MR. THOMAS HENRY GEM. 

Mr. Thomas Henry Gem, solicitor, of Birmingham, died at Leamington, 
from paralysis, on the 3rd inst. Mr. Gem was born in 1819. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1841, and bad ever since practised at Birmingham. 
He had an extensive private practice, and had been clerk to the magistrates 
for the borough of Birmingham since 1856, He was also clerk to the 
county magistrates, and to the Commissioners of Taxes for the hundred of 
Hemlingford. Mr. Gem was one of the earliest supporters of the Volunteer 
movement at Birmingham, and at the time of his death held the rank of 
Major in the 1st Warwickshire Rifles, He was buried on the 10th inst. 


CHIEF JUSTICE FRENCH, 

Mr. George French, Chief Jadge of the Supreme Consular Court for 
China and Japan, died at Kobe, Japan, on the 13th ult. The late Ohief 
Justice was educated at Shrewsbury School and at Caius College, Cam- 
bridge. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1844, 
and formerly practised in the Chancery Division, He had a long experi- 








ence as a law reporter. 
which place he often sat as judge of the county court in Essex, as deputy 
for Mr. Gardor, the late judge of Circuit No. 38. In 1867 Mr. French 
was appointed Chief Justice of the colony of Sierra Leone. He returned 
to England in 1875, and in 1877 he was appointed Chief Judge of the 
Supreme Consular Court for China and Japan, and he held that office until 
his death. He leaves a large family. 


MR. TOM JOHNSON MASON, 


Mr, Tom Johnson Mason, solicitor, of Chester, died in London on the 12th 
ult., from rheumatic gout. Mr. Mason was born iv 1841. He was for several 
years # clerk in the office of Mr. John Postlethwaite Cartwright, the 
present sheriff of the city of Chester, with whom he ultimately served hig 
articles, and he was admitted a solicitor in 1876. He was for a short time 
in partnership with Mr. Maurice Nordon, of Liverpool, but more recently 
he had practised alone. He held the office of Chief Conservative Registra- 
tion Agent for West Cheshire. Mr. Mason was a member of the Chester 
Town Council as a representative of Trinity Ward. When attacked with 
his last illness he had come to town with a deputation to the President of 
the Local Government Board on the subject of the pollution of the River 
Dee. He leaves a widow and five children, Mr. Mason was buried at the 
Chester Cemetery on the 16th ult. 


MR. YARD EASTLY., 


Mr. Yard Eastly, solicitor and notary, of Paignton and Torquay, died at 
his residence, Southfield, Paignton, onthe 15th ult, Mr. Hastly was born 
in 1826. He was admitted a solicitor in 1848, and had for many years 
carried on business both at Paignton and Torquay. He was a perpetual 
commissioner for Devonshire, and a notary public, and he had an extensive 
private practice. He had also been for many years clerk to the Commis- 
sioners of Income Tax for the division of Hayton, steward of the manor of 
Paignton, and Conservative registration agent for the Torquay district, 
Mr. Eastly was a member of the Torquay School Board. He was buried at 
Paignton at the 18th ult. 


MR. ROBERT ALLAN FITZGERALD, 


Mr, Robert Allan Fitzgerald, barrister, died at his residence, Ch orley wood, 
Hertfordshire, on the 28:h ult., «after a long illness. Mr. Fitzgerald was the 
second son of Mr. Thomas Fitzgerald, of Bhalstone, Buckinghamshire, and 
was born in 1834. He was educated at Harrow and at Trinity College, 
Cambridge, and was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 
1860. He was a member of the old Norfolk Circuit, but he had for some 
time ceased to practise. Mr. Fitzgerald was well known as a cricketer, He 
played in the Harrow and Cambridge elevens, and he was for several years 
secretary to the Marylebone Ciicket Club, the interests of which body be 
actively promoted, the purchase of the freehold of Lord’s Ground having been 
carried out during his tenure of office, About four years ago he was compelled 
through ill-health to resign the secretaryship. In the summer of 1872 he was 
captain of the amateur eleven of cricketers who visited Canada and the 
United States. Mr. Fitzgerald was married to a daughter of Mr. James Rigby, 
of Moss House, Lancashire. 


MR. JOHN THOMAS AMBROSE. 

Mr, John Thomas Ambrose, solicitor, of Manningtree and Mistley, died at 
his residence at the latter place on the 22nd ult., in his eighty-fourth year. Mr. 
Ambrose was born in 1798. He was ‘admitted a solicitor in 1836, and had 
practised for nearly forty-five years at Manningtree and at Mistley, where he 
had an —— practice. Mr, Ambrose was a man of quiet and retirin 
habits, and was highly esteemed on account of his amiable disposition and bis 
wide-spread liberality. He was a liberal supporter of the Essex and Colches- 
ter Hospital, and was also one of the founders of the Eastern Counties Asylum 
for Idiots, of which institution he was vice-president. Mr, Ambrose was 
unmarried. He was buried at Mistley on the 26th ult. 








It is stated that Lord Justice Lush, having had a return of the weakness from 
which he suffered prior to the Long Vacation, has been advised to abstain 
from performing his judicial duties during the remainder of the present 
sittings. 

Until the return of the judges from the winter circuits, one court will sit in 
Bane in the Queen’s Bench Division on Mondays and Thursdays to hear 
motions, and two courts on those days will proceed with the of jury 
actions, While on the other days of the week four courts will sit to try 
actions. Mr. Justice Stephen will be the judge who will attend at chambers. 


According to Kemp’s Mercantile Gazette, the number of bills of sale filed 
in England and Wales during the week ending December 10 was 1,072. Tha 
number io the corresponding week of last year was 1,116, sho a decrease 
of 44, being a net decrease, in 1881, to date, of 4,128. The number filed in 
Ireland d the same week was 26. The number in the corresponding 
week of last year was 37, showing a decrease of 11, being a net increase in 
1881, to date, of 287, The number of failures in England and Wales gazetted 
duriog the week ending Saturday, December 10, was 256. The number in the 

week of last year was 271, showing a decrease of 15, being a 
total decrease, in 1881, to date, of 909, 


He resided for several years at Brentwood, at — 












ON SW ee Ww P sd 8 8 Peek REE eS omen mw ee Ue 








d at 


ears 
tonal 
sive 
nis- 
r of 
riot. 
| at 


d at 
Mr. 


e he 
rin 
i his 


ylum 
was 


from 


sit in 








Dec. 17, 1881. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





115 





ee 





CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


Cocxtx, Hexry THomas, Witchford, Isle of Ely. Dec 31. Cockle v Pyke, Chitty, J. 
Willsin, Furnival’s inn 
Downsr, Danizu, Bethnal Green, Artist. Dec 31. Downey v Downey, Chitty, J 


Eley, New Broad st 

mem, JosEru, rd, pete, Gent. Dec 24. Stahischmidt v Clarke, 
ry, J. 

May, THomas, Upper Apolars, Tele. of Wight, Yeoman. Dec 23. Mayv May, Fry, J. 


idsraitee” Hal 

Prideaux, Goldsmi 

tema mack Y oiyn Tar Ystradgunlais, B Farmer. Dec 31. Powell 
OWELL, LLEWBLYN, we, recon, + Powell v 
Powell, Hall, V.C. Cumieh, Brecon 

Simpson, Jouy Bedford st, yd len, Tool Manufacturer. Jan 2. Brown v 
Simpson, Hall, V.C. Booty, Gray’s ion 

Suirn, Henry, Great Dover st, 8: dle? Dec 31. Jenner v Smith, Hall, V.C. Wey- 
mouth, Essex st, Strand 

Yorke, REGINALD Bravcnamp, Park lane, Esq, Dec 31. Hambro v Yorke, Hall, V.C. 
Whitehouse, Charles st, St James’s 4 ‘azette, Nov. "29. ] 

—_ Joun "Dayrp, Richmond terr, She aia Bush, Civil Engineer. Dec 23. White 

v Barry, Bacon, V.C. Rew, New B: 

Davenrort, Exvizanetn, Cringleford Hall, A Norwich. Dec 31. Barlee v Horchler, 
Chitty, J. Barlee, Finsb circus 

Fowrsr, WILt1aM *BowLL, arkworth Penereaet, Gent. Dec 31. Moore v 
Hindmarsh, Chitty, J. Hindmarsh, A 

HARxeER, Tuomas , York, ied. Jan 7 Harker v Harker, Chitty, J. Strother, 

g! 
— Aion BT ica st, Mat Dealer. Jan 9. Bradford v Hiscock, Hall, V.C. 
hton and eld, Gracechurch st 

on agtA, Silver st, Golden sq. Dec 31. Reid v Lewis, Hall, V.C. Belfrage, John 
st, Bedford row 

a“ -e Witttms Ranpatt, Hanover sq, Kennington, Gent. Jan 4. Satchwell 
v Smith, Bacon, V.C. Prockter, Princes st, Spitalfields 

THORPE, Samuzr a Rutland, B Butcher. Dee 31. Law v Thorpe, Hall, V.C. 


Atter, Stamford, Linco! [ Gazette, Dec. 2.] 
Attsor, Wnts onl Nottingham, Gent. Dec 3, Gell v Carver, Chitty, J. 


Acton, Nottingham 

Hicxs, Lavin1a Leaassioxz, Notting hill. Jan 13, Gervis vy Cooper, Chitty, J. 
Cooper, Threadneedle st 

Hzerworts, Henry, Druid st, Bermondsey. Dec 21. Fuller vy Reeve, Bacon, V.C. 
Hughes, ee 

meene, Why venell rd, Islington, Licensed Victualler, Jan 5. Nicholson and 

v Morgan, » Jd. Smith, Furnival’s inn 

mae. Harare bes Magray, Reepham, Lincoln, Retired Farmer. Jan 10. Andrews v 
Petty, Chitty, J. Danby, Lincoln 

Turnsgr, Lucretia, Ham ith rd, Stratford. Jan 10, Glenister v Harding, Chitty, J. 
Jennings, Leadenhall st 

Wess, Emma Desorax Exizazpetu, Avondalesq, Old Kent rd. Dec30, Webb v Webb, 
Hall, V.C. Lewty, Johnst, Bedford row 


Yur "Ropsrr, Gravesend, Draper. Jan 4, Yule v Russell, Bacon, V.C. Batly, 
f ord. [@azette, 4 xn 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 25. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM 
Axszort, Samvuzt, Harbertonford, Devon, Innkeeper. Dec 23. Kellock, Totnes, Devon 
BaLieras, FRancesca, Marlborough pl, St John’s Wood. Jan 2, _— and Co, 


Co 
Banxs, Ricnarp, Liverpool, Butcher. Jan1. Payne and Son, Live 
Banxs, Stepney, Bilting, Kent, Farmer. Jan 2. Hallett and Co, Asi cord, Kent 
Berrs, Ricnarp, Greenhill, Kent, Farmer. Jan7. Curtis and Betts, Gray’ sinn 
Barres, ExizaBeru, Balsall Heath, Worcester. Dec 31. Bioxham and Son, Bennett’s 


hill, Birming' 

Burg, Hvussrt Piunxert, Auberies, Essex, Lieut.-Col. Dec 31. Remnant and Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

CotiEr, Carouine, Montpelier > R open , Brompton. Dec 31. Keays, St James’s 

Cowan, Jxss1x, Holles st, Caven Dec 31. Goodhart and —" Gt George st 

Dixon, Rur Tan; , Bilting, Kent. “on 2. Hallett and Co, Ashfor 

Drxon, Rev. . Soa Ye ons, 6, ieee, Wigan. Jani7. Claye and aon, “danchester 

Fisip, CHartEs DrE i; Kent. Deo28. oe cote Hibernia chbrs, London bdge 

Fincn, Joy, Tunbridge Wel Wells, i. Jan 9. She; Finsbury circus 

Guapwin, CHARLES Daxzrxnz, Belmont, Chesterfield, Derby, Colonel. Dec 20. Jebb 


Gou.penr, "Many Awwg, Salford, Lancaster. Jan 2. Parker, Manchester 
Hueuxs, Jouy, Liverpool, Commission Merchant. Dec 31. *MeGowen, eh 
Hu@o, Aayzs Jann, Ambhurst rd, Hac’ . Dec3l. Barough, Throgmorton st 

DD, IsABELLA , Essex. Dec 31, Marsh, Fen court 
Lomparp pz Lvc, Cuazuzs Lovis VALERY, Forest hill, Kent. Dec 31. Orton, 


Wycombe, Bu: E anil. Russell and Co, Ol? Je chbrs 
ts f oe ackeith 3 Yen. Baluabuty, Lelessies 
potent 08. . Epwix, Knowle,’ Bedminster, Somerset, Gent. 31, Sinnott and 


Mason, Secs hocee Westbourne ter, Hyde park, a pe velige 

Sanesrzr, Einy, hese nye ay Seed Merchant. Dec 31 aecineese 

Sxvuerray, Jonny, Swindon, ilts, Farmer. Jan 12, Winnoir ane and Ton Tombs, Swindon 

Swinsurws, Emity Exizaszgru, Park st, Grosvenor sq. Dec 31. Futvoye and Co, 
John st, Bedford row 

— amzs, Hyson Green, Nottingham, Gent. Dec3l. Norman, Middle pavement, 


ig) 
—* Epwaxrp Joun, Sompting, Snssex. Jan 31. Whitley, North ter, Camber- 
Waps, Jamzs, Wakefield, Retired Farmer. Jani. Sim Manchester 
Watson, Wits CHAMBERLAIN, Derby, Accountant. Jan 24, Shaw, Wardwick 


Wi1i1cox, Jouw WiiuaMs, Madeley, lop, Gent, Jan 31. ~~ and Potts, Broseley, 
Shropshire (Gazette, Nov. 25.] 


ayeneees =. York terrace, Regent’s pk, Medical Electrician, Jan 31. Crowther, 
—— vsanwax, Walsoken, Norfolk. Dec28, Dawbarn and Wise, Wisbech and 


Bazwzs, Exrzy, Flixton, Lancaster. Dec9, Ellison, Glosso 
Bowpzn, Cuaruizs, Cornwall rd, Brixton, Surrey, Baker. Dee 31, Gidney, Finsbury 


Bvssonems, Cuantott2 Mary, Cheltenham, Gloucester. Dec 31, Briggs and Co, Lin- 


Lvxz, vic 
Ly@o, THOMAS, 


coln’s-inn-: 
Burton, Joux, Winson Green, B: nae Jan 19, eS and Bro Birmingham 
Camraat, J Jamus, Blackheath, Kent, Civil Engineer. Jan 16, Combe and Wainweight, 


Canter, Tuxornxitvs, Birmingham, Feb1. Copner, 
Corraxp, Saran, a, Keymer, Sussex Sussex. Jan 16, Clarke and Co, ton 
Durr, Annx, Smith and Son, Laverporl 

Grundy and Son, 


F zn, Exiz no Whitedett within withi jing Lancaster. 
ARBA! LIZA, n Pilkington, 4 
Manchester 


inven, Hewry, Blackheath hill, Greenwich, Kent, Builder, Jan 24. Bristow, Green- 


Ha Puass, Charlton, Wilts. Dec 31. Ve Salty ney 
Hoessy, Tuomas, Ramagate, Licensed Victualler, Snowden and Wotton, 


Houzanp, Exiza Janz, U Phillimore pl, Kensington. Jan4 Johnsons and 
‘Austin Friars - " ” 


Kresy, Mariawrz, Shacklewell lane. Dec 31. Young and 

Lrveanp, Cuartzs, Walkley, Sheffield, Yeoman. Deo 28, 

a Tt tees Amory, Brimstage, Birkenhead, Dee 2 Brobead nd eo 6, 
arkin ani 


Morton, Haney, Jord , Macclesfield, Tobacconist. Dec 31. _ Parrott, Macclesfield 
ss nog ord rd, Camberwell pk, Surrey. Dec 20. Young and Co, 
Prrton, Gusent, oe Foals, Gloucester, Yan tn $1, Ticehurst and Cheltenham 
Rew, Cartorta, Hertford st, Mayfair. W 


nite and Oo, Gllge 


ee ee | New Windsor, m, Tebelstene. Jan 31. Long and Co, Windsor 
eT eee GroreE Peay ~ ington an peed "Deo 31, Crosse and Sons, Lancas- 
er p 


Warmunriaip, Artuur Taomas, Montpelier row, Hammersmith, Lighterman, Feb 1. 
Crosse and Sons, Lancaster pl, Strand 
Wont, © Wartznz, N » Huddersfield, York. Dec 31, Fisher and Preston, 
udders 
vas Rev Wit.1aM, Woodbury, Devon, Minister of the Gospel. Feb1l, Huggins, 


Woe, Jost, linet, Sutton, Macclesfield, Chester, Bone and Glue Merchant Jan 10, 
and, Mace! 
Woopnovuss, Ricuarp, Lancaster, Tea Dealer. Jani, Brown and Himnell, Bolton 


(Gazette, Nov 29.] 

Aypznsoy, Sornt, Clarendon terr, one eet ng Rory Dec 31. bs Leadenhall st 

Oapemaane, Joux Lx, Wood lane, Highgate, Gent. Dee 31, Hurford and Taylor, 

urnival’s inn 

Cossivs, Bensamin, Stockton-on-Tees, Bath Manager. Feb 16. Newby and Co, 
Stockton-on-Tees 

DowpEswkLL, Epwarp Arxeut, Birkenhead, Licensed Victualler. Jan 14 

oe Joun, Courtwick, Leominster, Sussex. Dec 31. Rooke and Sons, Lincoln’s 


Extrorr, Marr, Sutton-in-Ashfield, Boinghes, Dec 24. Hibbert, Mansfield 
Evans, Carortye, Llangollen, Denbigh. Dec 23. Boyle, Mecklenburg 8q 
3 Oe a VEntris, Furnival’s inn, Solicitor, Jan 11, avory, Sessions House, 
ailey 
Goutp, Ann Harris, Sampford Brett, —. Dec 31. Sweet and Son, Taunton 
Hosss, Wir11aM Harpous, Sandgate, K Butcher. Dec 31. Brockman, Folkestone 
Houiipay, Hannan Eciza, Whitfield st, Soho. Dec 28. Richardson and Sadler, Golden sq 
JEFFERY, joun, Longfieet, . Jani. Witt and a Poole 
Jongs, Epwarp, Sydenham, Kent, M.D. ~ a 
Jonxs, Exxanon, Blackstock rd, Finsbury pk. J and Go, Beanawick’pl 
LANNING, CHARLES, Bath, C: mter, Dec 31. Holloway, Bath 
Lewis, Cuartxs Oxpuzvs, nm, Wine Merchant. Dec 31. Wootton and Son, 
Finsbury circus 
Morean, Taomas, Hounslow, Gent. Jan 16. Woodbridge and Sons, Clifford’s inn 
Mya, Mareanzr, Wye House Asylum, Buxton, Derby. Dec 31. Bateson and Co, 
3 erpoo 
Norton, 5 SRSA, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick, Silversmith. Dec 21. Ryland and Co, 


Birming’ 
PatreryMay, Any, Farnsfield, Nottingham. 


SaHrert, Wiit1aM Rosson, Chester le street, 
Newcastle on Tyne 

SxKarre, JAMES, 
Jones, Spital 

Smirn, CHaries 

Smuira, Resecea, 8 


Dec 24. Hibbert, Mansfield 
Port, Grorar, Watford, Hertford, Clerk to Watford Burial Board. Jan 31. Sedgwick 
Suirn, Mary ANN, Jarrow, Durham. Scott, N 
Trins, Evwin, Homewood rd, ne tg “Deo SL. agg rel 

Nockolds, Bishop’s Stortford 
Vausz, HANwAx horne, York. Feb1. Foster, Thorne 


and Turner, Watford 
Ports, Joun Manxs, Newcastle-on-Tyne, being eee geben North Shields 
Ross, *Danren, 8t ter, Dorset, ron Deo 25. 

Sats Bat Fc fields 
TUNSTALL, ay ~ nema rd, Silversmith. Dec3l. 

8 in 

Vac ete Ie Hatfield Broad Oak, Essex, Steam Thresher. Deo 31. Tani aaa 
Watt, Joanna, Wisbech, Cambridge. Dec 24. Collins, W: 
Wooparp, Josspn, Canterbury, General Dealer. Feb 1. 
Woopuams, WittiaM NurHat, Tonbridge, Kent, Gent. 


eoing ai Co, Canterbury 
cs. Sami, one 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota of REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date, ay V.0, Bacon, V. 0. Hat, 
Penton: Bet, ssazeseece, am Me, Boat tates Mr. King 
UCBUAY .osecescevce see 08 
| ae Arbagihb tac ioe 21 Tosedale Clowes K 
TEMEMIOT incesecs cece Oe Farrer Koe 
Friday Co eereresesereee Teesdale Clowes King 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Fer. Kay. A 
Monday, . Mr. Jackson Mr, Pemberton 
Tuesday .., Latham Cobby Ward 
Wednesday. Leach Jackson Pemberton 
Thuraday Latham Cobby Ward 
Friday Leach ackson Pemberton 





and terminate on Friday, the 6th day of January, 


WINTER ASSIZES, 

The followi seine er tisteees t time, been fixed :—North Wales 

Circuit (Lindley, L J.)}—Welshpool  aaay, , January 16; cote aie: 
day, January 19; Oarnarvon, teil Jan 21; Beaumaris, 

January 26; Ruthin, Saturday, Jan 28 ; d, bho | February 

Febraary 4; 4 I 

has arranged the 


1; Chester, Saturday, 
Justice Watkin W 
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the South Wales Circuit—viz., Haverfordwest, Wedne:day, January 18 ; 
Cardigan, Saturday, January 21; Carmarthen, Wednesday, January 25 ; 
Brecon, Monday, January 30; Presteign, Thursday, February 2; Chester, 
Saturday, Febrnary 4; Cardiff, Saturday, February 1), Both oivil and 
criminal business will te taken at these assizes. Western Circuit (Lord Cole- 
ridge, C.J., and Bowen, J.).—Devizes, Wednesday, January 11; Winchester, 
Saturday, January 14; Dorchester, Friday, Janvary 20; Exeter apd City, 
Tuesday, January 24; Bodmin, Monday, January 30; Taunton, Thursday, 
Fobruary 2; Bristol, Tuesday, February 7. Both civil and criminal business 
will be tried at these assizes. North-Eastern Circuit (Mathew, J., and Cave, 
J.).—Nevweastle, Wednesday, January 11; Durham, Wednesday, January 18; 
York, Wednestay, January 25; Leeds, Tuesday, January 81. Both civil and 
criminal business will be taken at these assizes. 








Vatue or Lanp 1n TBE City,—No. 50, Eastcheap, containing 1,685 
superficial feet, was let by auction by Messrs. Philip D. Tuckett & Co., of 10a, Old 
Broad-street, on Wednesday last, on building lease for eighty yeare, at a ground- 
rent of £1,200 per annum. 


At the Stock and Share Auction Company’s sale, held on Tuesday last, at 
their sale-rcom, Crown Court- buildings, Old Broad-street, the following were 
amongst the prices obtained :—New Wye Valley Lead Mining £1 shares, folly 
paid, 5s. ; Lady Ashburton Silver Mining £1 sbares, fully paid, 6s. 6d. ; North 
London Suburban Tramways shares, £8 1ls.; New Civil Service Co-operation 
£3 15s, preference shares, 55s. ; Wynaad District Gold Mining £1 shares, fully 
paid, 6s, ; Southwark and Deptford Tramways £10 shares, fully paid, £8 ; Great 
Southern Mysore Gold Mining £1 shares, fully paid, 7s.; Tramways Trust 
Company £5 shares, fully paid, £4; Wala-Wynaad Indian Gold Mining 
shares (in liquidation), le. 6d.; Pioneer Mines £1 shares, fully paid, 163. ; 
and other miscellaneous secarities were dealt in at market prices. 

No More Gas 1x Daytime.—More than 30,000 of Chappuis’ Daylight Reflectors are 
fitted up in London only, by which means gas is done away with, and the ener 
rendered cheerful and healthy, added to which a considerable economy is e ‘ 
he eae fraud ° receipt of two stamps addressed to (8S. J.) Chappuis, 69, Fleet-street, 
London,— . 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 





BIRTHS. 

AppieTow.—Deo. 10, at GreenhilJ, near Wigan, Lancashire, the wife of Charles 
Appleton, solicitor, of a son. 

Corriz.—Nov, 29, at 7, Sunderland-terrace, Westbourne-park, the wife of E. 
Bpowlee Corrie, barrister-at-law, of a daughter, survived her birth only a few 

ouré. 

FreEemMan.—Nov. 30, at Eugenie-villa, Ravenscourt-park, W., the wife of George 
D. Freeman, solicitor, of a daughter. 

Wituts.—Dee, 1, at Woodyille-lodge, Blackheath, the wife of Frederick Cooper 
Willis, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 


MARRIAGES. 

Cannot—Myzns.—Deo, 7, at the Registrar’s office, St, James’s, Picoadilly, 
Emile H. M. Cannot, barrister-at-law, of Lincoln’s-inn, to Rebekah, daughter 
of A. Myers, 6, Savile-row, St. James's. 

Hetiyer—Nicsoison.—Dec. 13, at St. Matthew's Churoh, Brixton, Robert 
Edgoombe Heilyer, solicitor, of Portsea, Hante, to Annie, only child of Robert 
T. Nicholson, of Brixton. 

DEATHS, 

Brett.—Nov. 30, drowned by the upsetting of g beat off Ryde-pier, John 

lowdbee Brett, berrister-at-law, lg'e of Corfe-lodge, Wimborne, Dorset, 


ag ° 

Cuntis —Deo, 13, Charles John Cartis, solicitor, of 122, Portsdown-road, Maida- 
vale, aged 54. 

Jencken.—Nov. 25, at 16, St James’s-equare, Nottiog-hill, Hy. D. Jencken, 
barrister-at-law, aged 56. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Friary, Dec 9, 1881. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Dae. oy Frederick, Railton rd, Brixton, China Dealer. Pet Dec 6. Murray. Jan 
a 
Blanchard, Sidney, Porchester sq. Pet Dec6. Murray. Jan 13 at 11 
Jogee, Wiliam. Dalmeney rd, Tuffnell park, Builder. Pet Dec7. Brougham. Dec 20 


at 
Morton, John Maccabe, Liverpool, Journalist. Pet Dec5. Pepys. Dec 21 at 12.30 
m, Lincoln’s inn fields. Pet Nov17. Hazlitt. Mec 21 at 11 
» Beak st, Regent st, Coffee House Keeper. Pet Dec 8. Hazlitt. 


Dee 21 at 2 

ge oy a Spencer st, Clerkenwell, Watch Importer. Pet Deo 7. Brougham. 

Simmons, John, Budge row, Cannon st, Accountant. Pet Dec 6. Pepys. Dec 21 at 11 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Amos, Mark, Westbury-on-Trym, Iron Hurdle Mannfacturer. Pet Dec 6. Harley. 
Bristol, Dec 21 at 2 

Fisher, Mary, and John Fisher, Kilham, York, Farmers. PetDec7. Rollit. Kingston- 
upon-Hull, 20 at 3 

a. Ch se Northampton, Leather Merchant. Pet Dec 7. Dennis. North- 

n, 
= em Thomas Henry, Birmingham, Tailor. Pet Dec5. Cole, Birmingham, Dec 


Holmberg, Constantine, Kingston-upon-Hull, Commission Agent. Pet Dec 3. Rollit. 
Kuight, hag | F ‘arnworth, ue W idnes, Manure Manufacturer, F et D ec 5. Bellringer. 
verpool, 20 at 12 


Parr, 
Pauley, G 
at 





mates, malay Lionel, Bristol, Commercial Traveller. Pet Dec 7. Harley, Bristol, 
at 


Salmon, Alexander, Liverpool, Builder. Pet Dec 6. Cooper. Liverpool, Dec 21 at 12 
on a+ eas James, South Shields, Clothier. PetDec7. Daggett. Newcastle, 
20 at 


Tvuespay, Dec. 13, 1881, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their fs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in the Country. 


Aldous, Alfred Gray, New Wandsworth, Grocer, Pet Dec6. Willoughby. Wandsworth, 


Jan 3 at 11 
Pyke, John Chatteris, Cambridge, Farmer. Pet Dec 8. Gaches, Peterborough, Jan? 
at 


ll 
Thornton, Robert, Leicester, Plumber. Pet Dec 9. Moore. Leicester, Dec 20 at 12 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLUED, 
Tuxspay, Dec, 13, 1881. 
Hayes, Thomas, Manchester, Slater. Dec 8 
Preston, George, Sheffield, Provision Dealer. Dec 8 
Williams, Henry Sketchley, Aston, nr Birmingham, Reer Retailer, Deo ® 


Liquidations by Arrangement, 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS, 
Frrnvay, Dec. 9, 1881. 
Allan, Alexander, High st, Islington, Lamp Warehouseman, Dec 23 at 12 at offices of 
Plunkett and Leader, St Paul’s churchyard 
Allcock, Velie, Birmingham, Grocer. Dec 23 at 11 at offices of Jaques, Temple row, 
Birmingham 
Althoff, William Henry, Cable st, St-George’s-in-the-East, Carman. Dec 16 at 2 at offices 
of Clark and Co, Tooley st, Lundon bridge 
Arnold, Francis, and John Thomas, Edith st, Northampton, Shoe Mannfacturers. Deo 
20 at 3 at offices of Walker, Market sq, Northampton 
Bain, Samuel, Templar st, Leeds, Grocer. Dec 20 at 3 at offices of Jenkingon, Albion 


st, Leeds 

Banks, John, Sedbergh, York, Saddler. Dec 20 at 11 at Black Bull Hotel, Sedbergh, 
Robinson, Sedbergh 

Barrett, Samuel, Newton, Chester, Grocer, Dec 23 at 3 at offices of Hervey and Co, 


Hyde 

Barwell, Frederick, New Malden, Surrey, Builder. Deo 22 at.1 at offices of Scott and 
Barham, King st, Cheapside 

Bean, John Ri ard, John William Lamb, and Henry Bean, Leeds, Herbalists. Dec 20 
at 3 at offices of Granger and Raper, Bank st, Leeds 

Berry, John William, Alexandra Works, Keighley, Bingley, York, Machine Wogl 
Comber. Dec 17 at 11 at offices of Peel and Co, Bradford, York 

Bosher, Edward, and William Freeman, St Leonard’s rd, Bromley, Oil and Colour Mer. 
chants, Dec 29 at2at offices of Shearer, Basinghall st. Proctor and Andrews, 
Princess st, Spitalfields 

Boucher, Reuben, Trowbridge, Wilts, Baker, Jan 4 at 12 at offices of Rodway, Fore st, 


Trowbridge 

Braithwaite, John Shaw, Manchester, Commission Agent. Dec 23 at 3 at offices of 
Boote and Edgar, Booth st, Manchester 

Brown, Samuel, Coningsby, Lincoln, Chemist. Dec 27 at 2 at offices of Clitherow and 
Elsey, Lindsey ct, Horncastle 

Carson, John, Docking, Draper. Dec 29 at 11 at offices of Bircham, Bridge st, Faken- 
h 

Dec 22 at 11 at Globe Hotel, 


Dec 28 at 8 at offices of 


Chance, Maria, Oldbury, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. 
Mount Pleasant, Bilston. Bowen, Bilston 

Challand, Joseph, sen., East Bridgford, Nottingham, Farmer. 
Whittingham. Middle pavement, Nottingham 

Chatwin, Herbert, Birmingham, Coach Builder. Dec 19 at 2 at offices of Sargent and 
Son, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Clarke, Thomas, Birmingham, Timber Merchant, Dec 20 at 12 at offices of Rawlings, 
Ann st, Birmingham 

Clegg, Thomas, Oldham, Provision Dealer. Jan 2 at 3 at King’s Arms Hotel, Yorkshire 
st, Oldham, Davies, Oldham . 

Collins, James’William, St Thomas the Apostle, Devon, no occupation. Dee 27 at 10 at 
Railway Inn, Cowick st, St Thomas Apostle 

Cooke, William Henry, Colebrooke row, Islington, Secretary to Public Company, Deo 
19 at 11 at offices of Beall and Co, Queen Victoria st 

Cooper, Joshua, Hockering, Norfolk, Baker. Dec 20 at 12 at offices of Sadd and Linay, 
Theatre st, Norwich 

bem os Charles Allen, Camberwell New rd. Dec 22 at 3 at office of Davis, Old Jewry 
chmbrs 

Crisp, William Baker, St John st rd, Clerkenwell, Watchmaker. Deo 21 at 2 at offices 
of Miller and Miller, Sherborne lane 

Cropper, William, Minting, Lincoln, Esq, Dec 30 at 11.30 at Bull Hotel, Horneastle, Bell 
and Ingoldby, Louth 

Dalby, Risin, Manchester, Boot Dealer. Dec 21 at 3 at offices of Rylance, Essex st, 

anchester 

Dunsford, John Robert, and Peter Bolton Dunsford, Willington, Durham, Grocers. Des 
28 at 11.45 at Northumberland and Durham Traders’ Association, Grainger st West, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Badger, Bishop Auckland 

Darch, James, Hill st, Walworth, Baker. Dec 19 at 12 at offices of Whitwell and Co, 
Finsbury aq hidgs, Chiswell st 

Darlington, Thomas, Hanley, Stafford, Watch maker. Dec 17 at 11 at offices of Lawrence 
Old Hall st, Hanley 

Davies, William, Oswestry, Salop, Cabinet Maker. Deg 22 at 2 at Crown Hotel, Shrews- 
bury. Minshalls, Osw 

Daykin, Calvert Thomas, South Normanton, Derby, Grocer. Dec 98at12.30at the May- 
pole Hotel, Long row, Nottingham. Wilson and Oo, Alfreton 

De Muench, Maxmilian, Manchester, Provision Merchant. Dec 14 at 8 at offices of 
Beaumont and Co, Manchester 

Dewhurst, John, Alston with Hothersall, Lancaster, Farmer. Deo 21 at 3 at offices of 
Ashurst, Winckley st, Preston 

Drewitt, William, and Edward Pickering, Shelton, Hanley, Oontractors. Deco 23 at 3at 

the North Staffordshire Hotel, Stoke upon Trent. Sherratt. Kidsgrove 

Edmonds, George Roff, Victoria py rd, Flour Factor. Dee 23 at 3at Mullen’s Hotel, 

Ironmonger Jane, Cheapside. ild and Co, Ironmonger lane 


Eccles, James, Mill lane, Whalley, Bobbin er. Dec 23 at 11 at offices of Cooper, 


ne st, Preston 

vane, Benjamin, Bristol, Provision Dealer, Dec 19 at 10 at offices of Brown, Corn st, 

Types, Le Dogmersfield, Southampton, Farmer. Dec 22 at 11 at offices of Knight, 
West Farnham ; 

Ford, Robert, Stoke u Trent Stafford, Engineer, Dec 22 at 11 at offices of James, 

Nelson eq, Newcastle under Lyme ’ 

Gale, Walter Henry, Braishfield, Hants, Carpenter. Dec 20 at 3 at offices of Bell and 
Taylor, Foepans st, forth Ge 

Grant, G , Cambridge Villa, Castle rd, Isle of Wight, Builder. Jan 3 at llat War. 
burton’s Hotel, Bower Isle of Wight. Joyce, Newport 

Granger, George William, Clifton, 1, Cooper. Dec 22 at 2 at offices of Tribe and 
Op, finer chambers, Bristol. Fusgell Co, Liverpool chambers, Corn st, 


Gratte, Hi Tifracombe, Mineral Waters Manufacturer. Dec 20 at 2 at offices of Sibly, 
Exchange West, Bristol 


Gray John, Allerton, Bradford, Builder. Dec 19 at 8 at 35, Kirkgate, Bradford. 


Bradford 
G alter Ashford, T Suffolk, 5 
Tay slient oh Tpewicks uffolk, Clothier. Dec 23 at 12 at offices of Jackaman 
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sy Janes, | Deo Bi ab 9 at Darby and Joan Hotel, 
shape a Dec 23 at 2. at offices of Mardon, York 


aceite Deo 23 at 12 at offices of 
nér. Dec 28 at 3 at Dolphin Hotel, Chichester 






York, a son tainly at Black Swan 
, Yobacconist, Dec 20 at 8 at offiees of Peace and 

Waller, Georges’ hall ct,’ Poultry 

Hervey, Jonathan Baines, Ladywell, Kent, out of business. Dec 19 at 12 at offices of 


Hetherington, Jame, Newcastle-u ishing Ironmonger, Dec 21 at 2 at 
fooorpopted Le la Society, Seek cand ar Newcastle-upon-Pyne, Mather and Co, 


Hinton Tom, Onze, Wi ilts, Farmer, Dec 22 at 1 at Bear Hote}, Deyizes, Chapman and 
ees Dec 28 at 8 at offices of Sheen, North 


Chea; Advertising Agent, 30 at 11 at Inng of 
Beount Hotel Holborn Weight ak Lar, ti High Holborn De Os 
Howe, e,_ john, Stanway, Ease Facet, Innkeeper. Dec 22 at 4 at offices of Jones and Son, 
Fab ubiard, George Arthur, Ber Retr, Dec 21 at 11 at offices of Cobbold and Oo, 


Haghes, C or Chavos a P nat Tifracombe, Devon, Cabinet Maker. Deo 24 at 12 at offices 
Tyg Seg ON oro Bg cane ale al See 
ooper, ames umphrey Singlet ae ai ens, ydae . 0 
cee Pied 20 at’ 1 at offices of orman, Great Marlborough street, 
gen 


t st 
Hunt, James John, Bermondsey, Surrey, Cheesemonger. Dec 21 at 8 at offices of 
Cook and Smith, * Adelaide pidge, London bdge. Tanner, Cirous pl, Finsbury circus 
‘oo Jobn William, Goole, Traveller, Deo 21 at 11 at offices of Hind and Everatt, 


Jay, Alfred Hen: ih Lacon tne in st, Kensin; , Wholesale 45 Dec 23 
 Brosge of Court inn fields. yfus and bs tee fascial inn yA 

Jones, William, Hi aS Deo 27 at 2 at Mitre 1, Cathedral gates, Man- 
chester. Rid ay nore ory, ray, Carvin 

Jukes, Samuel, Goi len aq, Ts, Gunso oe out of business, Dec 29 at 2 at offices of 
Broad and Co, Queen st, Chenpelds. Carter and Bell 


oy. aon” Hove, Sussex, Gentleman. Dec 21 at 3 at offices of Nye, North st, 

ri 

Keen, Joseph, Wicklow st, Powe Be Cross rd, Cab Proprietor. Dec 22 at 12 at offices of 
Dunn, Guildhall chmbrs, Basinghall st 

Kemp, Arthur Henry, Sheffield, Hosier. Dec 21 at 11 at offices of Mellor, Queen st, 


King, acon Stovold, Me Abtthtrrark rd, Credit Draper. Dec 14 at 3 at offices of Fowler and 
Kiichen, Benjamin, Heywood, il Joiner. Dec 28 at 3 at offices of Todd, York 
Lawson, Thomas Harrison, tomb st, &, Spital 8q, Earthenware Dealer. Dec 17 at 10.15 at 
49, Bromley st, Commer¢ial rd st. Archer, Gallatley rd, Peckham 
19g, Somm. ees Chester, Tankweper. Dec 22 at 12 at offices of Duncan and 
Lowe, ames, Ringpiob-y -Hull, Grocer. Dec 21 at 11 at offices of Gresham and 
hr Arg Temple gston-upon-Hull 
Mallett, Williatw, 8 storehouse, Dev Devon, Innkeeper. Dec 23 at 1 at offices of Staleny, 
Manchester, 


Princess sq, Piymout! 

Moss, Joseph Mansell, a James Hindley, Beswick neers. Deo 28 
jooth st, Manchester. Knowles and Thompson, 

Newchurch 


at $ at offices of Grundy and Co, 
eS Se Middle Barton, Publican Dec 29 at 12 at offices of Galpin, New Inn 


Meyer, Lage 3 Broadwall, ral, Pechtriges,. ipfehmekee, Dec 16 at 11 at offices of Clarke 


and Co, Tooley at, Lo 
us , James, Clieepeide, Commercial Traveller. Dec 21 at 12 at office of Riley, City 
—. hree Tuns passage, Ivy lane 
oakley, William, Tasburgh, Norfolk, no occupation. Dec 23 at 1 at offices of Atkinson, 


ober on Elisabeth, and Griffith Owen, Llanrwst, Denbigh, Drapers, Dec 31 at 12 at office 
of Sones, Conger C Flour Merchant, Dec 21 at 3 at Royal Sportsman 
aynarvon, Flour Merc al 
, Carnarvon ye Se 


Parry, Henry, Lian 
Hotel, Carnarvon 
Pearson, Pe hel Elijah Rochester, Confectioner. Dec 24 at 8 at King’s Head Hotel, High 
hakespear, ——_ Bt 
Phill Eye or wiliee, Stockwell green, Stockwell, Carman, Dec 22 at 4 at Gresham Tavern, 
14 rd, Brixton. Kilvin Wi aibrook 
res nee, Wi Wiliam, Hanley, Stafford, Dec 19 at 10 at offices of Ashmall, Albion 


Prior, Frederick Suen, Geetants ten, She Manet m, Grocer. Dec 20 at 2 at Baron’s 
Court Hotel, West Kensington. Cooke and P jn, Chancery lane 


Pruen, Frederick Soli 20 at 8 at Star Hotel, Regent st, 
Cheltenham, Stool sod and, Gh cor. ae ay 


Itenham 
P Draper, Deo 20 at 10.90 at Hotel, Shre 
jad Mikcues and bon, aber t George ws- 


Rb tanateore Dec 28 at 12 at offices of 





Purves, James, egg tert 
Gray, pandaate, 
xi. Thomas ie te eee pbinecin Fishing Vessel Owner. Dec 22 at 11 
at the ¥i ‘ Sir Yor ak Grims' eimai and tapion Gand Asa Great Grimsby 
n-fields, Manufacturer. 
eee eat ae 18 al often sto ni 


Fath Farmer. Deo $i at 2.15 et the Railway Hotel, 


ay ey, Spa Anctianece, Dec 22 Timohe osu us ofthese of of Baran, Mfiare nats Temple 


a lerharong Joiner. Dec 16 at 10 at offices of Ashmall, 
8 at 3 of 

rh rand rapa 1 at’ Gpitninelas at offices Shearer, 

Reais, > eg at 3 at the Steyne Hotel, Worthing, 

Benfor, on dfeona dhs Deg 16 at 3 at offices of Storey, King 

= Faas way Northumberland, Saddler, Dec 31 at 2 at offices of Robson, 
‘ownhall, 

nnd Clare B hall, Garena cerns e, Publican. Dec 22 at 11 at offices of Conquest 

Smit hare, Bolted Heian We Tegay Waneieaarers. Dec 21 at 4.30 at the 

Brith John ceed areata ‘Corn Denier’ wpe a cn 1) ob oftcee cd 

Church st, Warwick 


Seat Temntaen, Some, Lénectn, Bylpec, Jan 2 at 12 at offices of Thompson 





Taylor, George, Manchester Dealer, Jan Sat 3 at offloes of Stevenson and 
mayor, John, ee a Doe 41 at 8 at offoes of Wella, Cook 


mit a Ellen, Sportsman In bing ' + Tapkeepe, Deo 
naa arg sees De Tish 3 ab offens of 


, Viaduct, Builder. Deg » at 2? at the Inns of Court 
vague hens a or Deo #9 nb 9 ab Searboroggh Hote, 
ler. Alfred, Savage wa ers an’ tome hill, Wine Merchant, Deo 28 at 8 gb offlens of Bridger 
jotolp 9 Institation, Chancery 
= 7 a "Gee "s inn sashahiliietitnn’ 
Wallace, Jeaege, Ryton, Darham, — 2 at offices of Pybns, Post Office 
chmbrs, St Nicholas sq, Newcastle-u; 
Parade ty Biilngham Solihull, pry Dec 23 af 12 gt offices of Price and (, 
wil, sree, Biinghare: Conecinge, Den #98 # 98 Ohm ot Raley 
Wailea, Binet, 18 Lisatihangel-lre't-beleld, Anglesea, Farmer, Dee 81 at 3 at. Bull 
Wood, Yoobabel Goswell td, Pa acher. Deo 29 at 3 at 88, Aldersgate st. Houidars, Bar 
can 


Tozspay, Dec. 13, 1881. 
Alker, John, Rainsborough, Prestwich, Lancaster, Agent. Jan 4 at 2.90 at offices of 


seston, and Co, —— st, onek, Des Deo $1 ab 1.98 and 
er, William Appleby, Gateshead. Grocer. office of Bush 
Wilson, St Ni tchoioe hidgs, Newcastle u — 
Ashbrook, Savon ant Over ago Knutsford, , Farmer, Deo a7 pb3 at Mitre 
enry, and Thomas Atkinson, Halifax, Churn Makers. Jan 9 at 


Hotel, Cath ester. Gooden, M 
a i ffi coe of Ta d Booth, H rd, Halifax 
2 at offices of Jubb an arrison 
Avety Susannah, png , Sussex, Lodging-house Keeper. Dec 22 at 12 at offices of 
B a oom egg des satin Bak Dec 23 at 3 ab Masons’ hall 
amberger, John. er. Teyern, Masons 
Avenue, Basinghall at. Ivan, x Walbrook 
Barlow, Thomas, sen, Birmin, % Wholesale Fruiterer. Deo 30 at 8 at offices of Bur- 
man, Temple row, Dirtinghom 
Baron, Belph, Kingston, upon Hull, Butcher. Dec 22 at 3 at offices of Chambers, Beale 
lane, Kingston = Hull 
MShosch lana, pte ipton, Stafford, out of business. Deg 23 at 1] at offies of Trayerg. 
hurc lane, Tipto 
Bickley, Henr Thomas, Leicester, Shoe Pattern Cutter. Deo 28 at 12 at offices 
Hunter and Curtis, Halford st. Leivester ” 4 
Bliss, William, j jun, oa Contractor, Dec 19 at 11 at Peacock Hotel, Market 


8q, "Northam Northany 
Bowden, F rick wittien. ‘Waterloo, , Butcher's Assistant, Deo 23 at 1l ab 
a Liverpool 


poten foun Boauke Lal tan nt, C Dec 2% at 11 at offices of 
wen, m wis: peseemongey: 
Jexuhon, Geen sO me Palen, antes tam 

Senn Wane Chester, Grocer. Dec 28 at 11 at Patten Arms Hotel, Bank 
Branfoot Jou Sunderland, Drysalter. Dec 23 at 2 at Queen's Hotel, Leeds. Stokoe, 


Bownes, Lad Winsfo: 
Sunderland 
pemaeen, Henry, Bell st, Edgware rd, Hatter, Dec 29 at 2 at Guildhall Coffee house, 
resham st. Davie 
Brook, Joah, fa lll York, Stuff Manufacturer. Jan 4 at 11 at Victoria Hotel, 
Bradford. Ingram and Huatriss, Halifax 
peang, ony Walton, ta Lalagaiaa, Wheelwright, Dee 27 at $at White Hart Hotel, 
erster, Johnson. 
Cackett, Frederick, Hockley. Basen, Corn Merchant, Dec 90 at 3 at offices of Moore and 
Son, Crosby sq. Baker and Nairne, 
Carstone, Wi liam, Yost Bee, Cal Outfitter, Deo 23 at 2 at offices of 
Collins, Broad st, Bristo! Gaiman, Fetal 
Chandler, James, and Williara Ohan South Molton lane, Brook st, Carpenters. Deo 
20 at 12 at offices of Coe, Imperial bldgs, Ludgate circus 
Come. a ge st, Wonketahy Gun Dec 30 at 2 at Cannon st Hotel, Cannon at, 
‘arter an jastch 
Craltoe, a= — Edgell, Tredosehill, Nunney, Somerset, Farmer, Dec 28 at 3 at offices 
o 68, Cork st, Prom: 
Crank, py en Shrewsbury, Salop, Cabinet Maker, Dec 2i at 12 at 6, Talbot 
maui, a Cla rem Bridg’ diet sare Licensed Victualler. plete’. offices 
tton, Jose werley, Bridgn 
of Haslowded, Back oc Briagaosn” tt i 
Bazi, Henry Ni Be cid rd, Bayswater, Builder, Dee 28-06 3 ab offices of Welman, 
estbourne grove, Ba: swater 
Elliot, ns, aia “Aldorehos, Hants, Baker. Dec 23 at 3 at County and Borough Halls, 
orth st, Guildfo: 
Emerson, ard, Scarborough, York, Lodging house keeper, Dec 21 at 3 at Station 
Hotel, York. Watts, Scarborough 
Faweett, Th Bomne dior sa Licensed Victualler, Deo 80 at 2 at offices 
of bday: liams, Alfred trod Dh! 


of Watis Albion pl, pe ge Re 

Galpin, John van’ Ostnbridge, Fencing Master, Deo 24 at 10.80 at offices of Davice, 
Ola Je mbrs, -dotoshead, D 

Gladstone, Joseph, urham, General Dealer. Jan Gatl at offices of Dix, 


Wollingica ehenhes ‘Wellington Gateshead 

Green, Joseph, Vi xhall, Aston jax Warwick, Beer Retailer. 

a oe b, Var “4 n oS ane Deo 28 
Grimshaw, Joseph, Handletod, Manshestes, Seevision Deaier, Deo 28 at 3 at office of 


Seung * werd hope bate Schoulmaster. Dye 28 at 12 af offices of Con: 


nest ke 
Ha hea rJameny Hirmingham, Cabinet Maker. Dec 98 at 12 at office of Reale, 
an aes ee, Dec 29 at 2 at office of Johnson and Co, §un st, 
caster 
k, and 3 
War tin, Gores, Wee. York, Hay Straw Dealer. Dec 22 at 3 a office of Lodge, 


=. pone Warrington, Lancaster, Gun Smith. Dec 28 at 8 at offices of Davies, 
Hill, it Ceriet Birousher, ork, Grocer. Dec 37 at 10.30 at Black Bull Hotel, Mirfield. 
oe, aatere Grocer. Jan 6 af 19 gb Grown Hotel, Chipping 
Holmes, David, Atte Mosclite, Shotiela,, Grocer. Dec 28 at 19a6 offices of Bagshawe and 


Hall, Norfolk st, Sheffield 
Hoskin, Charles , Devon Devon, Licensed Victualler, Dog 28a4 12.at offices 
of Rundle, Ker at, 
Howard, Chales J Joho, Aldgate High st, Wholesale Butcher, Dec 23 at 2 9 toffices of Lea, 
Hindacn, Christopher, Gf, Drifleld, York, Parmer. Dee 28 at 3 at Keys Hotel, Gt 


and Co, Gt 
a po ol Caen Mak a See , Carnaryon, Jel Maker. Jan 3 ot 10.90 
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Hunt, John William, jun., Tunstall, Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper. Dec 29 at 11 at offices 
of Hollinshead and Moody, Tunstall : q 

Hutchins, Edward, Longparish, Southampton, Publican. Dec 30 at 11 at White Hart 
Hotel, Andover. Clarke, Whitchurch ; 

Jackson, James, Salford, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. Dec 29 at 3 at offices of 
Boddington and Ball, Princess st, Manchester 

Jenkinston, Thomas, senr, Guisborough, York, out of business. Dec 22 at 11 at offices 
of Teale, Albert rd, Middlesborough : 

Jennings, William, senr, Angola Mews, Bevington rd, Dairyman. Dec 23 at 4 at offices 
of Hopei Bell yard, Fleet st 

Kelson, George Mortimer, Powis ter, Kensington, Gent. Jan 4 at 2 at offices of Hux- 
ham, Bedford row 

Lansdale, George Bowers, Newton Abbot, Devon, Draper. Dec 29 at 11 at Cannon st 
Hotel, Cannon st. Creed, Newton Abbot 

Lawford, Joshua Dixon, Westgate, Cleckheaton, York, Card Maker. Dec 30 at 11 at 
offices of Curry, Cleckheaton 

Lever, Charles, Oakley Green, Berks, Farm Bailiff, Dec24at 11 at Bull Inn, Peascod 
st, Windsor. Pan], Staple inn 

Linzell, Harry James, Moorfields, Builder. Dec 29 at 3 at offices of Saffery and Co, 
Old Jewry chmbrs. Eastwood, Gt St Helens 

McLaren, James, Beeralston, Devon, Retired Engineer, Dec 22 at 11 at offices of 
Hutchings, St Aubyn st, Devonport : 

Marpole, Evan, Barmouth, Merioneth, Music Seller. Dec 22 at 11 at offices of Griffith 
and Co, Gt Darkgate st. Aberystwith 

Mayne, George William, Dartford, Kent, Grocer. Jan 2 at 3 at offices of Banks, Cole- 
man st 

Miles, William Robert. Birkenhead, Chester, Horse Dealer. Dec 28 at 3 at offices of 
Ponton, Dale st, Liverpool 

Miller, John, Barking, Essex, Plasterer. Dec 31 at 3 at the Swan Hotel, Stratford. 
Preston, Stratford 

Moore, George, Long Buckby, Northampton, Innkeeper. Dec 19 at 11 at offices of 
Jeffery, College st, Northampton 

Morley, Arthur, Grantham, Lincoln, Fishmonger. Dec 27 at 4 at offices of Cockayne, 
Fletcher gate, Nottingham 

Moses, John, Leeds, Tailor. Dec 23 at 3 at offices of Wells, Cookridge st, Leeds 

Nevard, John, Inworth, Essex, Farmer. Dec 29 at 4 at Townhall chmbrs, Colchester. 
Jones, Colchester 

Pallister, William, Longnewton, Durham, Farmer. Dec 21 at 11 at offices of Garbutt 
and Fawcett, Stockton-on-Tees 

Parr, Thomas, Batley, York, Paper Merchant. Dec 23 at 3.30 at offices of Ridgway and 
Ridgway, Wellington st, Batley 

Pavitt, John, Rommany rd, Lower Norwood, Grocer. Dec 21 at 3.30 at offices of 
Rumney, Walbrook 

Peck, James Joseph, Syston, Leicester, Grocer. Dec 28 at 12 at offices of J and R 
Harvey, Millstone lane, Leicester 

Perry, William, Melton Mowbray, Leicester, Cooper. Jan 2 at 330 at offiees of Gee 
Norman st, Melton Mowbray 

Pickering, Edward, Shelton, Stafford, Contractor. Dec 23 at 330at North Stafford- 
shire Hotel, Stoke-on-Trent. Llewellyn and Ackrill, Tunstall, Staffordshire 

Poole, Edwin Mills, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Hotel Keeper. Dec 27 at 11 at offices of 
Brown, Scotch st, Whitehaven 

Portman, William, Birmingham, Fruit Salesman. Dec 22 at 4 at offices of East, Temple 
st, Birmingham 

Potter, Joseph, Reddish, Lancaster, Builder’s Merchant. Dec 28 at 3 at Brunswick 
Hotel, Piccadilly, Manchester. Newton, Bank chmbrs, Stockport 

Rattenbury, Richard, Bristol, Boot Dealer. Dec 30 at 2 at offices of Sibly, Exchange 
west, Bristol 

Rawlinson, Thomas, Cambridge rd, Mile end, Grocer. Dec 20 at 3 at 262, High Holborn. 
Staniland, King st, Cheapside 

Render, John, Knaresborough, York, Rug Manufacturer. Dec 22 at 11.30 at offices of 
Bateson and Hutchinson, Harrogate 

Robertson, Alexander Carnaby. Bournemouth, Hants, Painter. Dec 23 at 1 at offices of 
Wade, Old Christchurch rd, Bournemouth 

Robbins, Thomas, Accrington, Lancaster, Herbalist. Dec 23 at 3 at Peel’s Arms Hotel, 
Whalley rd, Accrington. Whalley, Accrington 

Rundle, Arthur, Horace st, Battersea pk rd, Builder. Dec 23 at 3.30 at Mason’s Hall 
Tavern, Mason’s avenue, Basinghall st. Ives, Walbrook 

Seymour, Herbert, Teignmouth, Devon, Lieutenant. Dec 28 at 3 at offices of Whidborne 
and Co, Teignmouth, Devon 

Simper, Joseph, Manningford, Marlborough, Wilts, Farmer. Dec 24 at 11 at the Castle 


Hotel, Devizes. Smith, Melksham 
‘ene. Isaac, Bradfo:d, Auctioneer. Dec 23 at 4 at 17, Darley street, Bradford. 
rig’ 
Springle, John, Brompton rd, Timber Merchant. Dec 29 at 12 at 145, Cheapside, Robin- 
son, King st, Snow hill 
Squire, Thomas, Forest hill, Kent, Commission Agent. Dec 28 at 12 at offices of Berry 
and Co, Chancery lane 


Stephens, Edward, Horse st, Piccadilly, Licensed Victualler, Dec 28 at 2 at offices of 
Layton and Co, Budge row 





Stevenson, Frederick, Horbling, Lincoln, Farmer. Dec 28 at 11 at the Plough Inn, 
Horbling. Draper, Billinborough , 

Stiebel, —— Crooked lane, King William st, Colour Manufacturer. Dec 29 at 3 atthe 
Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Ingle and Co, Threadneedle st 

Taunt, William Henry, St Clement, Worcester, Builder. Dec 23 at 3 at offices of Stallard 
and Son, —— st, Worcester ‘ 

Taylor, James Farrows, Aldershot, Southampton, Tobacconist. Jan 3 at 11 at offices 
of Eve, Devereux chambers, Devereux ct, Temple 

Taylor, John Bennett, Nottingham, Plumber. Dec 28 at 3 at offices of Stroud, Low 
pavement, Nottingham 

Taylor, Joseph, Wakefield, York, Watchmaker, Dec. 23 at 11 at offices of Stewart and 
Sons, Bank bldgs, Westgate 

Taylor, Thomas, Whitefield, within Pilkington, Lancaster, Cotton Waste Dealer. Dec 
28 at 3 at offices of Ritson and Grundy, Princess st, Manchester 

Thurlow, Frederick, Bury St Edmunds, Suffolk, Builder. Dec 30 at12-at Guildhall, 
Bury St Edmunds, Gross 

Turner, Ely Halliwell, Birstal, York, Grocer. Dec 22 at 2 at George the Fourth Inn, 
Birkenshaw. Rhodes, Bradford 

Wallis, Benjamin, Birstal, York, Confectioner. Dec 29 at 3 at offices of Butler and 
Middlebrook, Geldard rd, Birstal : 

Wallis, William, Sheffield, Painter. Dec 23 at 3 at offices of Burdekin and Co, Norfolk 
st, Sheffield 

Walters, Ambrose, Hereford, Mason. Dec 20 at 11 at offices of Garrold, Widemarsh 
st, Hereford 

Ward, Robert, Ipswich, Suffolk, Florist. Dec 28 at 11 at offices of Gooding, Tower st, 
Ipswich 

Warns, William, Shanklin, Newport, Isle of Wight, Boot and Shoe Maker. Jan 5 at12 
st offices of Addison, Guildhall chmbrs, Pembroke rd, Portsmouth 

Waters, John, Truro, Cornwall, Builder. Dec 22at 11 at offices of Paul and Adams, 
Quay st, Truro J 

Watkins, Charles Richard, Piccadilly, Hosier’s Assistant. Dec 23 at 12 at offices of 
Nazer, Chancery lane 

Williams, Thomas, Swansea, Glamorgan, Butcher. Dec 22 at 3 at offices of Evans and 
Davies, Wind st, Swansea . 

Woodcock, Joseph, Tiverton, Tarproley, Chester, Bricklayer. Dec 26 at 3 at Royal 
Hotel, Nantwich rd, Crewe. Roberts, Crewe 

Woodhouse, William, Cradley Heath, Stafford, Chain Manufacturer. Dec 27 at 3 at 
Heath Tavern, Highst, Brierley hill. Wright, Cradley Heath 

Worth, Moses, Stockton-on-Tees, Painter. Dec 23 at 1.30 at White Swan Hotel, Pave- 
ment, York. Thomas, Stockton-on-Tees “e 

Wynne, Roger, Liverpool, Grocer. Dec 29 at 3 at offices of Christian and Greenaway, 
Harrington st, Liverpool 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality‘ 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it “the. most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 
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Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
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richer chocolate is prohibited. 

In tin packets at 1s. 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &., by Chemists 
and Grocers. 

Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
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ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 
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strictest care and promptitude assured, Official stamped 
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